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PREFACE. 


THE following lectures were planned, as my contribution against that 
tide of scepticism, which the publication of the “ Essays and Reviews” 
let loose upon the young and uninstructed. Not that those Essays con- 
tained anything formidable in themselves. Human inventiveness in 
things spiritual or unspiritual is very limited. It would be difficult 
probably to invent a new heresy. Objectors of old were as acute or 
more acute than those now; so that the ground was well-nigh exhausted. 
The unbelieving school of Geologians had done their worst. Chro- 
nology had been pressed to the utmost long ago. The differences of 
human form and of language lay on the surface. The Jews had tried 
what pseudo-criticism could do against the prophecies as to our Lord and 
His Church. German rationalism had been deterred from no theory in 
regard to Holy Scripture, either by its untenableness or its irreverence. 
The Essays contained nothing to which the older of us had not been 
inured for some forty years. Their writers asserted little distinctly, 
attempted to prove less, but threw doubts on everything. They took for 
granted that the ancient faith had been overthrown; and their Essays 
were mostly a long trumpet-note of victories, won (they assumed,) 
without any cost to them, over the faith in Germany. They ignored the 
fact, that every deeper tendency of thought or each more solid learn- 
ing had, at least, done away with something shallow, something more 
adverse to faith. They practically ignored all criticism which was not 
subservient to unbelief. Yet the Essayists, Clergymen (with one 
exception), staked their characters, although not their positions, on the 
issue, that the old faith was no longer tenable; that it was dead and 
buried and the stone on the grave’s mouth fast sealed. Their teaching 
was said to be “bold.” Too “bold” alas! it was toward Almighty 
God ; but, from whatever cause, its authors shrank, for the most part, 
from stating explicitly as their own, the unbelief which they suggested 
to others. They undermined men’s faith, without denying it them- 
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selves in such definite terms as would materially risk their offices or 
positions. This, however, escaped notice ; and the shock was given, 
not by the things which were said, (for the same had been said more 
clearly in publications avowedly infidel,) but that the faith was 
attacked by those, who, from their positions, were expected to be its 
defenders. Regarded as, (what the Essays were, after a time, under- 
stood to be,) a challenge to the Church of England to admit their 
misbelief as allowable denial of truth, it has not befallen me to read 
another book so cowardly. Had the writers ventured, in plain terms®*, 


2“irst then to ascertain the real meaning of the passages extracted, and I 
must say that this is no easy task. If the author had studied to express his sentiments 
with ambiguity, I doubt if he could have been more successful.” Dr. Lushington on Dr. 
Williams, Judgment, p. 18. “I turn to Mr. Wilson’s own words. It is indeed to 
be regretted that Mr. Wilson in his Essay has frequently expressed himself in 
language so ambiguous as to admit of opposite constructions.” Dr. Lushington, 
Ib. p. 33. “This sentence is open to diverse interpretations, and some of its terms 
are self-contradictory.” Ib. p. 34. “Mr. W’s use of these contradictory terms, 
‘supernaturally communicated speculation, together with his imputing blame to 
those of the Clergy who would base the Church of Christ, as a society, upon the 
possession of this ‘supernaturally communicated speculation, rather than upon 
‘the manifestation of the divine life in man’ might leave upon some readers the 
impression that Mr. W. doubted whether the Holy Scriptures had been supernaturally 
communicated, and that he doubted whether the doctrines, as distinguished from 
the moral teaching of Christianity, were the necessary basis of the Church. With- 
out saying this impression of this passage is false, 1 cannot say that is necessarily 
the true, especially considering this is a criminal case——As a criminal charge, this 
Article cannot be supported.” p. 34,5. “The drift of all ihe reasoning contained 
in these passages is to prove that subscription to the xxxix Articles does not impose 
on the Clergy the obligation of honestly believing them to be true and binding on 
their consciences.” Ib. 38. 

“What is meant by ‘passing by the side of the first five Articles’ and ‘as to the 
humanifying of the Divine word and the Divine personalities, without directly 
contradicting, impugning or refusing assent to them?’ The Clergy are bound by 
the King’s declaration to take the Articles in their literal and grammatical sense ; 
the first five Articles are the most important of all. Is it consistent with their 
literal and grammatical sense to ‘pass by’ them? I think not. Is it consistent 
with the declaration that ‘they are agreeable to the Word of God?’ If so, why 
pass by? Is it consistent with the declaration ‘I do willingly and ex animo sub- 
scribe, &e?’ Ithink not. And yet, according to Mr. W., the clerk is to ‘pass by’ 
these articles ‘without directly contradicting, impugning or refusing assent to them? 
In my opinion, this is not possible. I think that the substance of what Mr. W. 
has written is this; to suggest modes, by which the Articles subscribed may be 
evaded, contrary to the King’s declaration and the terms of subscription.” Ib. p. 
39, 40. Of the other writers, the Rev. Prof. Powell was soon removed from 
human judgment to the Judgment-seat of God. Mr. Pattison contented himself 
with shewing the weakness of Evidence-writers of the last century, without hinting 
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to deny half the truths, as to the Bible or the Faith, which they suggested 
to others to deny, they would have aroused the indignation of the whole 
believing people of England against them, that they denied such truths 
and remained ministers of the Church of England. 

Others, who wrote in the defence of the faith, engaged in larger 
subjects ; I took, for my province, one more confined but definite issue. 
I selected the book of Daniel, because unbelieving critics considered 
their attacks upon it to be one of their greatest triumphs. The 
exposure of the weakness of some ill-alleged point of evidence has 
often thrown suspicion on a whole faith. The exposure of the weak- 
ness of criticism, where it thought itself most triumphant, would, I 
hoped, shake the confidence of the young in their would-be misleaders. 
True! Disbelief of Daniel had become an axiom in the unbelieving 
critical school”. Only, they mistook the result of unbelief for the victory 
of criticism. They overlooked the historical fact that the disbelief had 
been antecedent to the criticism. Disbelief had been the parent, not 
the offspring of their criticism ; their starting-point, not the winning- 
post of their course. 

In other books of Holy Scripture, disbelief could and did sever what, 
if true, (as it is,) was necessarily Divine, from what admitted of being 
represented as human. Rejecting what, if they accepted, they must 
own to be from God, they assigned to man the humanized residuum. 
They laid down, to their own satisfaction, that the miracles, related in 
any historical book of Holy Scripture, were magnified representations 
of the real truth °, or that insulated prophecies were inserted after the 


on what grounds men’s faith in Jesus and His Gospel rests. He did not mention 
doctrine, except to say that the command to destroy the Canaanites and the eternity 
of future punishment are “questioned,” (he does not say “denied,”) by “natural 
conscience.” Continued study of Professor Jowett’s Essay makes one think sadly, 
“ What does there remain of Christianity, which the writer can believe?” 

»“ Auberlen indeed defends [Daniel] but says, ‘Die Uniichtheit Daniel’s ist in 
der modernen Theologie zum Axiom geworden’” Dr. Williams in Essays, p. 76. 
“Tt is one of the highest triumphs and most saving facts of the more recent criti- 
cism, to have proved that the book of Daniel belongs to the time of Antiochus 
Epiphanes.” A well known writer, now dead. 

°e.e. Davidson, Introd. “The narratives of the Pentateuch are usually trust- 
worthy, though partly mythical and legendary. The miracles recorded were the 
exaggerations of a later age.” i. 181. “It is only necessary to examine the history 
as it lies before us, to find in it a mythological, traditional, and exaggerated element, 
forbidding the literal acceptation of the whole—The ten miraculous plagues, 
which spared the Israelites, while they fell upon the Egyptians—the crowd of 
extraordinary interpositions of Jehovah in behalf of the people as they journeyed 
through the wilderness, shew the influence of later traditions on the narrative, in 
dressing it out with fabulous traits. The laws of nature are unchangeable. God 
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event‘; or that a long-lived prophet lived to recast his prophecies, and 
gave to his prophecies of nearer events a definiteness which, (they 
stated as confidently as if they had lived and had heard them,) they 
had not when he uttered them’, or, if the events prophesied were too 
remote to be so accounted for, that the prediction must have been given 
close upon the events, when human sagacity could, (they held,) foresee 
them ‘, and then, without prejudice to their unbelief, they could afford 
to admire what they claimed to be man’s own. The old prophets, 
(they tacitly assumed,) were inferior to themselves ; still, for their own 
times, they were, “*amid frailty and national contractedness,” above 
their age. 

The book of Daniel admitted of no such compromises. Its historical 
portions are no history ; for the people, as such, had, in the period of 
their Captivity, no history. The period was like one of those in the 
book of Judges, whether of oppression or of rest, in which their whole 
condition exemplified God’s Providence and dealings with them, and 
no marked change occurred. Jeremiah had bidden them, in God’s 
name, live as peaceable denizens in the land of their captivity. “® Build 
ye houses, and dwell; and plant gardens, and eat the fruit of them ; 
take ye wives, and beget sons and daughters ; and take wives for your 
sons, and give your daughters to husbands, that they may bear sons and 
daughters; that ye may be increased there, and not diminished. And 


does not directly and suddenly interfere with them on behalf of his creatures; neither 
does he so palpably or constantly intermeddle with men’s little concerns.” Ib. 103. 
“The Almighty does not violently interfere with the eternal laws of nature which 
he established at first.” Ib. 221. “Tn regard to the miraculous element connected 
with these plagues, it appears that the national traditions account for all that 
appears as miraculous. We resolve what is miraculous in the plagues into a tradi- 
tional element,” &c. Tb. 225. “The narrative of the passage of the Red Sea must 
not be viewed as literal history. Later traditions exaggerated the event, surround- 
ing it with wonder, &c.” Ib. p. 4380. “The traditional and mythical (in the passage 
of the Jordan) are perceptible. A miracle is made out of a natural event.” add 
pp. 470, 1. ii. 41, 2. 450. iii. 32. 279, 80. 347. 

*““Tt [Jacob’s prophecy] has the form of a prediction ; but it.is a vaticiniwm post 
eventum.” (Dav. i. 198.) i.e. a falsehood, professing to be “a prophecy,” but written 
“after the event.” So i. 838, of Balaam’s prophecy ; i. 428, of the prophecy of 
the judgment on the rebuilder of Jericho ; ii. 452, of predictions in the Judges ; 
ii. 450, of others in Samuel; iii. 32, of those of Isaiah as to Sennacherib and 
Hezekiah ; iii. 99, 100; as to some of Jeremiah. 

° Davids. iii. 146, 7. and 150, of Ezekiel. 

Day. i. 383, of the predictions in Deuteronomy ; iii. 15, of Is. xxi; iii. 19, of 
Is, xxiii ; iii. 98, of Jeremiah’s prophecy of the 70 years’ captivity of Judah, 

® Day. ii. 456. Comp. Dr. Stanley, as quoted below, p. 257. 

» Jer, xxix. 5-7, 
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seek the peace of the city whither I have caused you to be carried 
away captives, and pray unto the Lord for it ; for in the peace thereof 
ye shall have peace.” Their habits in their subsequent dispersions 
make it, in itself, probable, that they followed the advice. The 
Psalms of the captivity describe them as waiting for God. But a 
dissolved people, individuals scattered amid an overwhelming popula- 
tion, with no unity save that of their faith, has no history, unless it 
rebel. For history is of changes. These had no power to change. The 
history, then, in Daniel relates not to his people; nor was it Daniel’s 
office to record the history of his own administration in the position 
to which, for the protection of his people, he had been raised. The book 
of Daniel, then, has nothing of the nature of secular history ;' it records 
only certain events whereby God acted upon the Heathen Monarchs 
in whose keeping His people, the depositories of His revelation to man, 
for the time were. And these events were mostly supernatural. The 
prophecies also are one connected whole ; they admit of no dislocation; 
they speak definitely of a long period far beyond Daniel’s time. To 
the nearer future there was nothing to add. The restoration from the 
captivity, the date of that restoration, the name of the conqueror who 
was to grant it, had been foretold already. In this respect, there was 
nothing left but to await the flow ing-by of the seventy years’. The 
temporal prophecies in Daniel join on with those of Isaiah and 
Jeremiah. 

The former aKaloes had predicted the destruction of Babylon by 
the Medes and Persians, and the restoration of Israel. The visions in 
Daniel shew the succession of world-empires, beginning with the 
description of the Babylonian world-empire and its displacement by 
the Medo-Persian. Thenceforward, there is no break. They are 
outlines, shaded here and there, and at times more strongly, which 
embrace the whole space from Nebuchadnezzar to (as every one admits) 


i Davidson says, “Deliverance from Babylon is not predicted. That event, 
which might be considered of greatest importance in the eye of a Hebrew seer 
living in Babylon whither he had been carried captive, is unnoticed.” (iii. 174.) 
The prophets, who foretold the judgment of the Captivity, were also themselves 
consoled by the prediction of the close of that judgment, (e. g. Ezek. xi. 13-20.) 
or God foretold by them that close, as He ever, in this life, mitigates judgment by 
hope. Davidson assumes the spuriousness of Jeremiah’s prophecy of the restora- 
tion after the 70 years, the later date of prophecies of Isaiah which predict the 
destruction of Babylon and the restoration of Judah from it, and then, since, on 
those and the like assumptions, that deliverance would not have been prophesied 
before, and would have been predicted then, he argues that Daniel too, had he lived 
then, must also have prophesied those same events, had he prophesied at all. 
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Antiochus Epiphanes. Many a cleft is purposely left out of the 
picture; as the years of Nebuchadnezzar’s worthless SUCCESSOIS 5 OF 
the century and a half of the miserable kings of Persia from the 
gathering of the storm against Greece by Xerxes until it rolled back 
under Alexander ; or lesser intervals in the yet later period. Whatever 
details are given, the prophecies are neither chronology nor history. 
But since there is prophecy from the time of the Babylonian empire, 
there ig no date between that empire and the reign of Antiochus 
Epiphanes, where men could place the writer. For, by placing him 
at any intervening point, they would have invented to themselves a 
prophet, who should speak of things past as if he were prophesying 
them, and yet prophesy, with equal distinctness, those yet to come; 
half-forger, halfprophet. Men had, then, no choice between believing 
all and disbelieving all, compressing into the time before Antiochus 
Epiphanes, as best they could, whatever they could not evaporate into a 
mere ideal, and, as in the ancient fable, laying the amputated and 
disjointed limbs of the old prophet, piece by piece, into the cauldron 
whence was to issue the renovated form of the Daniel of the 19th 
century. 

One prophecy only, which fills up outlines of the earlier prophecy, 
stops with the Old Testament Anti-Christ, Antiochus Epiphanes; the 
others exhibit in the distant vista, the final establishment of the 
Gospel, the second Coming of Christ, the Resurrection. There being 
then no choice but to believe all or disbelieve all, a school to whom it 
was a postulate, that Almighty God did not reveal Himself to His 
creatures except through their human reason, and that He did not 
interfere in His own creation, must make its choice to disbelieve all. 

This being the real root of the objections to the book of Daniel, I felt 
that any answer, which should only consider critical or historical objec- 
tions, must fail of its end, because these are mere outworks, thrown up 
to keep men off from the real issue, as to prophecy or miracle. I 
therefore set myself primarily to shew, 1) that let men place the book 
where they would, there is in it definite unmistakable prophecy ; 2) 
that such definite prophecy as the minuter prophecies in Daniel, the 
foreground of more distant and larger prophecy, is in harmony with 
the whole system of prophecy, as well in the Old Testament as. in the 
prophecies of our Lord. In the notes, I have set myself to answer, 
more in detail than an oral lecture admitted, the criticisms, which have 
been raised as pleas for an unbelief which was antecedent to criticism. 
This I did, in order to meet the pseudo-criticism on its own grounds, 
for the sake of those who would see; well knowing that the grace of 
God alone could touch those who now wish not to see. T have also, 
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here and there, pointed out how the pseudo-critical argument 
recoils. 

In the sketch of the gradual gathering of the Canon, my argument 
was concerned with its close, not with its beginning. For the main 
point, in which its history bore on the book of Daniel, is, that it was 
closed before the date, where unbelievers place, and must place, their 
pseudo-Daniel. Since the wildest criticism now places but very few of 
the older books later than the Captivity, the different theories, devised 
to remove them from the date when they were written, affected not this 
argument. But I have pointed out tokens of a gradual formation of 
the Canon", because the rationalist school assumes as a convenient 
starting-point, that the books of Holy Scripture were first collected 
into one whole after the captivity. In regard to its close, I have 
entered into the grounds alleged to bring down the date of Ecclesiastes, 
Ezra, Nehemiah, and the Chronicles, both in disproof of the later 
closing of the Canon, and in illustration of the sort of criticism, which 
is used to prop up foregone conclusions. 

But nothing is gained by a mere answer to objections, so long as 
the original prejudice, .“ there cannot be supernatural prophecy,” 
remains. Be the objections ever so completely removed, unbelief 
remains unshaken, because these objections are put forward to delude 
others, scarcely to blind itself; for they who believe not, know well 
that the ground of their unbelief rests on their conceptions of God 
and of His relation to man, not on history. And therefore, while I 
have conscientiously read every thing which has been written against 
the book of Daniel’, and have met every argument in those writings, 
my own conviction is, that the point really at issue remains, when they 


X The genuineness of the Pentateuch occupies two 8vo. volumes of Hengstenberg. 
Obviously, the argument could not be condensed. Forty years of study have only 
shewn me the more, both from language and the subsequent books of the Old 
Testament, the evidence of its genuineness, which I already believed on the 
authority of our Lord. In examining for my class the first volume of Dr. Colenso, 
I could only be amazed that any mind could be shaken by such arguments. Faith, 
of course, could not. 

1The 3d part of Dr. Davidson’s Introduction to the O. T., which contains what 
he has written against the book of Daniel, had not appeared, until the four first 
lectures were printed. But his work is only a reproduction of the rationalist 
German works which he either epitomises or translates. J have not met with any 
new argument or even an old argument more forcibly put in it. The Hebrew 
criticisms are transferred from the German writers, sometimes In a way which 
implies ignorance of the elements of Hebrew. Thus, Stihelin (Einl. 2. 36.) 
alleged in proof of the lateness of the books of Kings, “the aramaising suffixes 


2 Kgs. iv. 2,3, 7.” Dr. Davidson (ii. p. 37,) gives this, “ =) for 2 2) Kgs. tv. 2. 
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are answered. For the real objection is, that God should reveal 
Himself to His creature man, in any other way than by the operation 
of man’s natural reason, or that He should tell man any thing, “‘beyond 
the grasp of eye or hand.” 

It is mere dust in people’s eyes, that some speak of the present 
conflict, as a question of reconciling physical science and theology ™. 
Men can hardly be so wilfully blind as to think it. The contest runs 


ay, for 10 2 Kgs. iv. 7.” The first, “ 0 for 32” may mean; “ oh) is for 1 which 
the Masorethes pointed 79, but which they ought to have pointed 7, although 7 
not 2 is their uniform punctuation.” But in 2 Kgs. iv. 7. Dr. D. overlooked 
°DW}, 13°13, which Stiihelin meant, although they are marked by the Kri, and 
lighted upon 5), the regular feminine Imperative “go,” which he supposed ought to 
be 79, although eb) as being masculine, would have been a “false concord.” 
Again, Stihelin had said of the title of Proverbs xxxi. WS Nv 729 ONDA 
WN WAI’, “The words of king Lemuel; the utterance which his mother taught 
him.” “Tfitzig and Bertheau maintain, that J22 cannot thus, without the 
Article, be united with Lemuel, that therefore it must stand in the stat. constr. 
with SWI ‘king of Massa?” p. 414. Dr. Davidson (ii. 338.) says, “The word 
Massa is not a proper name, because 8W12 W909 sd ‘Lemuel king of Massa,’ is 
not Hebrew. To make it good Hehrew, EWP) should have the article prefixed.” 
Were there even any such place as “ Massa,” any one knows that what Dr. D. says 
is not Hebrew, is Hebrew; and that what he says would “ make it good Hebrew” is 
not Hebrew. As matter of history, Dr. D. tell us, “It is incorrect to say, as 
Hengstenberg and many others have done, that the series of opponents to the 
authenticity of the book of Daniel was opened by Porphyry in the third century. 
Porphyry was not the first impugner of Daniel. Hippolytus, a Roman bishop and 
orthodox Christian writer, also referred the work to the Maccabsean period and 
Antiochus Epiphanes, as we know from his explanations of his book, partly Greek 
and partly Syriac.” And for this he refers us to Ewald in the Gétt. gel. Anz. 
1859. p. 270.1. Hippolytus an “impugner of Daniel!” Ewald says nothing of 
this; but only alleges a certain amount of agreement of exposition as to the 
Seleucid: and Ptolemies. Yet Hippolytus believed that the prophecy of the 79 
weeks related to Jesus and ended in Him; that the 4th empire was the Roman, 
that it would last to the end, that Anti-Christ was yet to come. I see not what 
point of contact there is between his expositions and Porphyry’s save those which 
are common to Porphyry with all Christians, all but the unbelief that they were 
“vaticinia post eventum.” In Dr. Davidson’s “series of opponents to the 
authenticity of the book of Daniel” there is a cleft, from Porphyry the Heathen 
to Collins the Deist, of 1400 years. 

™I deeply regret to see that Bp. Tait, in minimizing or apologizing for the 
opinion, expressed by the Judicial Committee upon the inspiration of Holy 
Scripture, inadvertently aids this delusion. He says, “It is satisfactory to feel 
assured that no Clergyman of the Church of England can be called upon to 
maintain the unwarranted position that the Bible is an infallible guide in 
questions of physical science.” (Preface to Five Discourses on the Word of God, p. 
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along the whole range of God’s Revelation and of man’s thought. 
What should be one universal harmony jars with one discord of rebel- 
lion. The fact of God’s Revelation, and the tokens which He gives of 
His revealing Himself; His being in Himself, and the mode of His 
Being, His Character, His attributes, His relation to us His creatures, 
His rights-over us, His care and Providence toward us, what it is befit- 
ting for Him to Be or to reveal, how He shall reveal what He does 
reveal, what condescension toward us we shall allow Him to use, in 
consideration of His high Epicurean dignity, what awful Justice we 
may admit Him to possess, consistently with our “moral sense” of 
what His Attributes should be—every thing is alike disputed: only 
men use courteous language toward Him, as to a dethroned Monarch, 
Who is to be treated with respect and the semblance of royalty, pro- 


vii. &c.) The like words are ascribed to him in a speech in Convocation. “ He 
did not think that the Church was in danger, because the highest Court of Appeal 
had said, that a Clergyman was not legally liable, because he held that statements 
with regard to physical science in the Bible were not the inspired Word of God.” 
The Court of Appeal did not limit their opinion to “physical science.” To 
imply that it did, would be to deceive ourselves and others. This was not the 
issue raised by Dr. Williams or Mr. Wilson. In regard to Dr. Williams they put 
indeed a non-natural construction on his words, which no honest man could accept. 
The misbelief of Dr. Williams on the inspiration of Holy Scripture was virtually 
condemned by the very terms in which he himself was acquitted, as the heresy of 
Pelagius was condemned at the Synod of Diospolis, which reversed the judgment 
of §. Augustine and the African Synod as to himself. In regard to Mr. Wilson 
the issue on the one passage before them was definite. Mr. Wilson stated, “the 
word of God is contained in Scripture, whence it does not follow that it is 
co-extensive with it.’ (Essays, p. 176.) The Committee, in their opinion, laid 
down, as Bp. Tait quotes them, that “it is not a contradiction to the law of the 
Church—to affirm that any part of the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments, however unconnected with religious faith or moral duties, was not written 
under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.” It justified Mr. Wilson’s statement in 
a way condemned by the two Primates. (The ABp. of Canterbury’s Pastoral, p. 
10,11. ABp. of York’s Pastoral, p. 10-13.) But there is nothing to limit the 
Committee’s opinion to “physical science.” Probably it would cover any denial 
of the historical truth of any history in Holy Scripture, as when Mr. Wilson, 
(although the passages were not before the Court,) denied “the thorough reliable- 
ness” of almost all the history in Holy Scripture, to “the time of the divided 
kingdom,” (i. e. nearly half of the Old Testament, Essays, p. 170.) or implied the 
existence of an “admixture of legendary matter or embellishment in” the 
Gospels, (Ib. p. 161.) and the want of “extctness” in that of St. John. (Ib.) He 
spoke of “the dark patches of human passion and error, which,” he said, “form a 
partial crust upon” Holy Scripture. (Ib.p.177.) People only blind themselves 
and others, when, with such books or those of Dr. Colenso’s before them, they 
speak of the relation of physical science to Holy Scripture as the leading question 
of this day. 
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vided that He transgress not the bounds which His creatures assign to 
Him. Alas that, while they are laying down the laws upon which it 
beseems their Maker to act, they forget that He is their Maker, that 
these brave words of their’s are but like the speeches in the mouth of 
a player; that the great reality, now veiled, is at hand; and that their 
God, Who bears so long with our presumptions, will shew indeed, as 
He has said, “whose word shall stand, Mine or their’s.”” 

Physical science is made a battle-field, because it is the favorite study 
of the day; the mistake made about Galileo is a convenient Io Pean 
over theologians. Theologians used wrong inferences from Holy Scrip- 
ture once; therefore we are to mistrust—what?’—the inferences of 
Theologians? No, but the Bible itself. And yet not we, in common 
life, but scientific men, use the same language as before Galileo, “the 
sun rises, the sun sets,” the self-same language as the Bible uses. The 
mistake was not in the language of the Bible, but that men argued 
from language, adapted, (as language relating to visible phenomena 
must be,) to the phenomena whereof it speaks, as though it necessarily - 
contained scientific truth. The claims of geology do not eyen touch 
upon theology. The belief that creation, at least, dated backward for 
countless ages, was current in the Church some 1400 years before 
Geology. “Six thousand years of our world,” says St. Jerome,’ “ are 
not yet fulfilled; and what eternities, what times, what originals of 
ages, must we not think there were before, in which Angels, Thrones, 
Dominions, and the other Powers served God, and, apart from the vicis- 
situdes and measures of times, subsisted, at the command of God!” 
“ Almost all the teachers of the Church throughout the world,” says a 
later Greek writer,’ “teach that the whole spiritual and angelic being 
existed before this world out of nothing.” Holy Scripture expressly 
speaks of the stellar system, as existing before the foundation of the 
earth. “*Where wast thou, when I founded the earth? declare, if 
thou knowest understanding. Who laid the measures thereof, for thou 
knowest! or Who stretched out the line upon it? Whereon are the 
foundations thereof sunken? or who laid the corner-stone thereof? 
When all the morning stars jubilated together, and all the sons of God 
shouted for joy?” And this agrees with the remarkable parenthetic 
mention of “the stars” in Genesis, when, in the detailed account of the 
creation of the sun and moon and of their offices for our earth, there 
are appended the simple words, “and the stars,” as though it was 


Jer. xliv. 28. °in Tit. c. i. quoted by Petay. de Angel. i. 15. Opp. iii. 38. 
Gree. Script. MS. ib. n. 22. See S. Basil in Hexaem. Hom. i. 8. Greg. Naz., 8. 
Chrys. and others. ibid, 4 Job xxxviil. 4-7 
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intended only to guard against the error, that they might otherwise be 
thought to be uncreated. Then, there is nothing to connect the time 
spoken of in Gen. i. 2. with that of the first'great declaration of the 
creation of all things in the beginning. “In the beginning God created 
the heaven and the earth.” Rather, of the forms of speech, which 
could have been chosen, to express past time, that has been chosen, 
which least connects the state, when the earth was one vast waste, with 
the time when God created it. Both were in past time; but there is 
nothing to connect those times together’. First, we have, as far back 
as thought can reach, creation, in the beginning, of all those heavens 
of heavens through those all-but-boundless realms of space, and of our 
earth. Then, detached from this, a past condition of the earth,—how 
far separated from it, is not said,—but not a condition in which God, 
Who made all things very good, ever made any thing.* What follows 


t The substantive verb not being used in Hebrew as a mere copula, had Moses 
intended to say that the earth was “ waste and desolate ” when God created it, the 
idiom for this would have been 173) 37/1 7187), (omitting the verb,) just as there 
actually follows, DIAN 3D oy Jv’), “and darkness on the face of the deep.” The 
insertion of the past verb, 1"), has no force at all, unless it be used to express 
what was the condition of the earth in a past time, previous to the rest of the 
narrative, but in no connection at all with what preceded. Such connection in 
Hebrew might have been expressed by /J8i1 1, “and the earth became” or 
“was,” &c. or by the omission of the verb. Moses was directed to choose just that 
idiom, which expresses a past time, anterior to what follows, but in no connection 
of time whatever with what precedes. Yet, on the other hand the “and,” by 
which y. 2. is united with v. 1, shews that v. 1. does not stand as a mere summary 
of what follows. The revelation, “In the beginning God created the heaven and 
the earth,” declares a fact by itself. To this is added that other fact, “And the 
earth was” (in the past, but at some unexplained time) “void and waste.” The 
explanations, given to get rid of this simple statement, illustrate its force. 1) The 
statement that v. 2. is amere summary, is precluded by the “and.” 2) The expla- 
nation “In the beginning, when God created the heaven and the earth, the earth 
was, &c.” beside being unnaturally artificial, is ungrammatical. It must have 
been PINT IM. 3) That Ewald from Rashi, “ In the beginning when God created 
the heaven and the earth, (and the earth was then achaos,) God said, Let there be 
light,” is yet more unnaturally artificial, and has the simple sense of mankind 
against it. So would no Hebrew have written; so could no reader understand it, 
except he wished it. Human will can persuade itself of anything. 

® The words tohoo va-bohoo, (obviously forming one idea, from the alliteration,) 
are, in the two other places in Holy Scripture where they occur together, used of 
desolation. Jeremiah (iv. 23) predicts a future desolation, in pointed reference to 
the former condition of the earth. The sentence, “I saw the earth and lo, tohoo 
va-bohoo,” is as near being a quotation of Gen. i. 2, “And the earth was tohoo va- 
bohoo,” as any words could be, which did not preserve the precise grammatical 
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is connected with this state. First, we have a contemporary condition 
(as it is expressed in Hebrew,) “and darkness upon the face of the 
deep ;” then a contemporaneous action, of more or less duration, “ and 
the Spirit of God brooding upon the face of the waters ;” then succes- 
sive action, (as this too is expressed in Hebrew,) “And God said ;” 
which is continued on through the rest of the history of the Creation. 
It seems then that’ God has told us, in the two first sentences, just what 
concerned us to know, first, that He created all which is; then, how He 
brought into order this our habitation which He has given us. What 
intervened between that creation “in the beginning” and that re- 
modelling for our habitation, does not concern us; and on this God is 
silent. He tells us the first and the last, that He created all things, 
and that He prepared this our beautiful earth for us, and created all 
things in it and ourselves. In the interval there is room for all the 
workings of God, which Geology speaks of, if it speaks truly. The 
history of the Creation in Genesis falls in naturally with it, in that it 
does say that this our mysterious habitation, which God has made the 
scene of such wondrous love, was created “in the beginning,” i. e. 
before the time of which it proceeds to speak. Another period of 
undefined duration is implied by the words, “And the Spirit of God 
was brooding upon the face of the deep.” For action, of course, 
implies time, in which the action takes place. And this action was 
previous to that of the first “day” of the creation, which begins, like 
the rest, with the words, “ And God said.” 

[I do not allege this as the only solution of the phenomena of 
Geology. I only say that it is a certain fact, that Holy Scripture does 
leave two spaces, unmeasured by time, subsequent to the first creation 
of the earth; and that these spaces, being absolutely undefined, admit 
of those all-but-boundless periods, which modern Geologists claim, if so 
be that they claim them truly. ed. 2.] 

Geology, then, may pursue its course, with belief, not unbelief, for its 
condition ; only let it not be credulous, (as the way has too often been,) 
of any thing which tends to unbelief, eager to find grounds to disbe- 
lieve Scripture, averse only to believe it*. 


structure. The addition, “and to the heavens and their light was not,” exhibits the 
heavens as they were when the earth was tohoo va-bohoo, and before the light was 
created, on the first day. Isaiah xxxv. 11, “He shall stretch out over it the line 
of tohoo and the stones of bohoo,” i. e. He shall, as it were, measure it out, not to be 
built by line but to be destroyed, also relates to an utter desolation of what had 
once been beautiful. 

‘“ Between the first and second, and between the second and third, verses of the 
Biblical history of the creation, revelation leaves two great white pages, on which 
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In like way, as to the flood. It is obviously matter of faith that the 
whole race of mankind perished, except those who, obeying God, took 
refuge in the ark. As for other questions, whether only the known 
world, inhabited: by man, (according to the analogy of 4 olzovpévy, “all 
the world,” in the New Testament) or whether our whole planet was 
submerged, is, I believe, not defined by Holy Scripture’. The question 
may perhaps be cleared hereafter by careful observations of facts. Only, 
if science would make any real progress, it must not be ruled by 
anthropomorphic and degrading notions of God, as if any miracle were 
“hard” for God. The difficulty as to the animals found, each in their 
several habitats, in Australia, New Zealand, &c, is properly no scientific 
difficulty. It lies on the surface. But it presupposes, that the “rest” 
of God, spoken of in Genesis, implies that He created nothing after- 
ward ; which is contrary to our Lord’s words, “ My Father worketh 
hitherto and I work,” and to the fact that He is daily and hourly creat- 
ing those myriads of human souls which He infuses into the bodies pre- 
pared by His Providence. Science has, on the other hand, to account 
for the fact, that the known population of the world is much what it 
would be, according to recognized rules of the increase of our race, 
dating from the received Chronology of Noah, and starting with six 
persons*. Rough as such calculations must needs be, they wholly 


human science may write what it will, in order to fill up the blanks of natural 
history, which revelation omitted itself to supply, as not being its office. 

“ Of each. of these ‘ cartes blanches’ revelation has only given a superscription, 
a summary table of contents. The first runs, ‘In the beginning God created the 
heaven and the earth” How this was, how long it lasted, what followed thereon, 
what evolutions and revolutions took place, down to that state of things which v. 
2. describes, it says nothing. Let human science fill up the void, if it can. 

“The 2d ‘ carte blanche’ has the summary inscription, ‘the earth was void and 
waste, and the Spirit of God was brooding on the face of the waters’ What 
influences the Spirit of God, Which brooded over the waters, had upon them, 
what operations and formations It called forth in them, revelation says not.— 

“ Revelation has, in the superscription of the two ‘cartes blanches,’ laid an ever- 
firm and immovable foundation, which leaves none for Atheism or Pantheism. 
Experience, combination, and speculation, investigation, and philosophy of nature 
or of religion, and Theology may try to build further on this foundation. But no 
other foundation shall any one lay than that which is here laid.’ Kurtz, Bibel u. 
Astronomie, 1853. p. 483. 

« [See further Dr. Pusey’s paper on the attitude of Theology toward science, 
read at the Norwich Congress 1865.] 

xSee a remarkable article by Moigno in Les mondes, 1863. T. i. pp. 516, 17. 
(Prof. Price kindly pointed it out tome.) It includes a calculation by “Mr Faa 
de Bruns, one of the most distinguished scholars of Cauchy, now Professor at 
Turin,” that, starting from the received Chronology of the Flood “ B.C. 2348, and 
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exclude the fabulous unbroken antiquity which some claim for the 
human race. 

In this thickening strife with unbelief, it is of much moment for the 
Church and for individuals, that we do not allow unbelievers to choose 
for us our battle-fields. Rationalism, in its assaults, ever chooses what 
is obscure, avoids what is clear; it chooses what is minute, it avoids 
what is comprehensive; it chooses what is negative, it avoids what is 
positive; it chooses what is at a distance from the centre of the faith, it 
avoids the central truth, or would fain hide it in the cloud of dust 
raised in the subordinate controversy. “Most,” said Claudius’ of the 
German paraphrasts of St. John’s Gospel in the 18th century, “frizzle 
at the evening cloud which floats over the surface of the full moon; but 
the full moon behind is left in its still repose.” Science, at one time, 
ridiculed the history of the Creation, because Moses spoke of light as 
existing independently of and before the sun. Science now owns that 
Moses was right in distinguishing light from the luminary’. Yet, 
untaught by experience, men still press inferences from a science, not as 
yet a century old, against that same history, forgetful or ignorant, that 
that same chapter which they impugn, first of Holy Writ declared that 
truth, which Heathen philosophy never dreamed of, against which it 
struggled and still struggles, but which the hundreds of millions of 
Christians and of the heresy of Mohammed, and they themselves 
mostly, acknowledge,—absolute creation at the will of God. Heathen- 
ism conceived only of an eternity of matter developing into life, or of 
a deity, in its weary loneliness, evolving worlds out of itself and embody- 


taking as the annual increase 34,, a number not far from that which represents 
the annual increase of the population of France, you would light on the net 
number of the population of the earth, 1400,000,000. 


Europe 275,000,000. 
Asia 755,000,000. 
Africa 200,000,000. 
America 60,000,000. 
Australasia 8,000,000. 


1293,000,000.” 


M. Fad de Bruns has included Noah alone with his 3 sons and their wives 
which is obviously wrong, according to the Bible and the multiplication of the 
human race; but at the close of 4200, (the number of the years from the Flood) 
the increase is so rapid that the substitution of the real number, 6, does not make 
a difference (Prof. Price tells me) of more than thirty-five years and 25 days. 


¥ See Claudius’ Wercke (1774,) T.i. p.9. “ Paraphrases Evangelii Johannis,” &« 
= 18 Gen. i. 3-5. ND Ib. 14-16. 
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ing itself in them, in order to be no longer alone, itself not the author 
of life, but the life itself, such as it exists, insensate, irrational, or sin- 
ning, in the various gradations of existence in the world. The cos- 
mogonies of the ancients were pantheistic, atheistic, or, at best, develop- 
ment of preexistent matter. Over against all these, Moses enunciated, 
as simple, undemonstrated truth, “In the beginning God created the 
heaven and the earth.” Men ask us to account for those thousands of 
years, which Geology claims, as if our faith were to depend upon our 
knowing the answer. Faith asks them in return, how they account for 
the fact, that, through Moses, that truth of the creation was made 
known, which human reason cannot explain, which even now it rele- 
gates as far back as it can, in order to prevent the dread reality of its 
Personal Creator from pressing so closely upon it, while yet it is con- 
strained to acknowledge the fact of the Creation. God speaks still 
through His words, “ In the beginning God created the heaven and the 
earth,” and the soul, which listens, is sure that the truth spoken so sim- 
ply, so surely, so unmistakably, so alone, so different from all specula- 
tions of philosophy, is from Him. In the possession of that truth, 
which God first taught the world through Moses, faith, yea, and God- 
enlightened reason too, is sure that there is some solution for the claims 
of Geology, be they what they may. 

This has been, for some thirty years, a deep conviction of my soul, . 
that no book can be written in behalf of the Bible like the Bible itself. 
Man’s defences are man’s word; they may help to beat off attacks, they 
may draw out some portion of its meaning. The Bible is God’s Word, 
and through it God the Holy Ghost, Who spake it, speaks to the soul 
which closes not itself against it. 

But if defences are weak, except as far as God enables us to build 
them, or Himself “ builds the house” through man, defences, not built 
as He would have them, will not only fall, but will crush those who 
trust them. The faith can receive no real injury except from its 
defenders. Against its assailants, those who wish to be safe, God pro- 
tects. If the faith shall be (God forbid !) destroyed in England, it will 
be not by open assailants, (such as the writers in the Westminster 
Review, &c.) but by those who think that they defend it, while they 
have themselves lost it. So it was in Germany. Rationalism was the 
product, not of the attacks on the Gospel but of its weak defenders. 
Each generation, in its controversies with unbelief, conceded more of 
the faith, until at last it was difficult to see what difference there was 

(between assailants and defenders*. Theology was one great grave- 

a 

T *Jstated this inmy “Collegiate and Professorial teaching,” pp. 53 sqq. and 
2 
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yard; and men were disputing over a corpse, as if it had life. The 


salt had “lost its savor.” The life was fled. 

A writer > who seems to think exclusive adherence to definite truth 
the great antagonist to the mind of Christ, would have us to agree to 
differ in every particle of faith, yet to hold ourselves to be one in one 
“common Christianity.” Like the Pantheon of old Rome, every thing 
is to be enshrined in one common Temple of Concord, not of faith or 
minds or wills, but of despair of truth. Nothing, in this new school, 
is to be exclusively true, nothing is to be false. No words are to have 
any exclusive meaning. Everyone is to decipher the old inscriptions 
as he likes, so that he do not obtrude that meaning upon others, as the 


explained some things which, at 27, I purposely left unexplained in my early 
book on Germany. Many things in it were crudely said; I was also over-sanguine 
about the restoration of faith, then beginning in Germany. But my sympathies 
were solely with that revival of faith ; my strictures were solely directed against 
the “human system” built up in Lutheranism. Nothing which I wrote had any 
bearing on the English Articles, whose positive teaching I ever valued, or any 
part of the Catholic faith, in which, (as I acquainted myself with Rationalism as 
a duty,) God ever, in His goodness, preserved me, without any temptation to part 
with any of it. Isay this, because some are fond of quoting an early work of 
mine, the remaining copies of which I withdrew some thirty years ago. 

>It seems to be almost a principle with Dean Stanley, to hold that to be uncer- 
tain which is assailed. Conviction, amid contradictions of truth, seems to him 
undue dogmatism. His mind has been remarkably characterized, as one which, 
“having a poetical faculty of seeing resemblances, lacks the philosophical power 
of seeing differences.” In his lectures on the Jewish Church, worthless heathen 
or Jewish tradition (some of it entitled Mohammedan, as drawn by Mchammed 
from his apostate Jewish teacher,) is mixed up with Scripture truth, wherever it 
adds a poetic feature to the history. But the impression is given, that most is 
alike tradition ; of which some being patently absurb and untrue, an atmosphere 
of haze is thrown over the whole. Hints are given, as occasion suggests, of the 
uncertainty of the date of this or that portion of prophecy, against which German 
Rationalism has declared, as if it were of no account. He does not seem to be con- 
scious, what he is parting with. He speaks, e.g. of “innocent questions about the 
date of the book of Daniel,” (J. Ch. p. 467. comp. p. 423) when the question is, 
“Ts that book Divine? or human, claiming to be Divine?” One who teaches 
on these subjects, ought to have made up his mind upon them. And so, of course, 
would Dean Stanley, had he thought it of any account. Meanwhile, trnth and 
doubt are mixed up together; and to censure denial of truth, is to secure his 
sympathy with the denial. The truth of the Old Testament history, in its details, 
is apparently presupposed throughout his work; at the close (p. 521,) Dr. 
Colenso’s attacks on the Pentateuch are endorsed, and we are told to reckon the 
“errors and defects of the Old Testament” “ amongst its safeguards.” p. 522. The 
same habit of indefiniteness extends to doctrine also, even as to the doctrine of the 
Atonement. Indeed, he seems unable to grasp or to state any doctrine definitely. 
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sole meaning. “ Everlasting” is to one to mean “ lasting for ever,” to 
another, for what seems to be “an age,” as men say; “atonement” is, 
to one, to mean only “being at one” with God somehow, by imitation, 
or admiration of the “* greatest moral act ever done in this world; ” to 
another, if he likes, it is to be that Act of God’s awful Holiness, which 
human thought cannot reach; to one the Bible is to be, if he wills, 
“the word of God,” so that he allows his neighbor to have an equal 
chance of being right, who holds that it “contains” somewhere “the 
word of God,” i. e. a revelation, of no one knows what, made, no one 
knows how, (it may be through man’s natural faculties, or his own 
thoughts or mind,) and lying no one knows where, except that it is to. 
be somewhere between Genesis and Revelations, but probably, accord- 
ing to the neo-Christianity, to the exclusion of both. We are to recog- 
nize together, that God the Holy Ghost “spake by the prophets,” yet 
not so as to exclude their being fallible in matters of every-day mor- 
ality. The authority of Jesus is to be respected ; yet not so far but 
that modern critics may be held to know more than He, our God. 
These things (as far as they have been yet applied,) are, of course, the 
beginning, not the end. On the same ground that “ everlasting,” in 
the mouth of Jesus, is to be an ambiguous word, so, and much more 
may we be called upon to hold that “ grace,” “ faith,” nay “God,” are 
ambiguous words, and to harmonize with those who hold, like the Pela- 
gians of old, that “ grace” is God’s gracious help through man’s natural 
powers, and only so far the help of God, in that man received those 
powers from God; or that “ faith” is faithfulness; or that “god” may 
(as the Arians taught) designate a secondary god, and that the Moham- 
medans may perchance hold the right faith, since the Socinians declared 
themselves their “ nearest fellow-champions for the faith of one supreme 
God without personalities or pluralities*.” 

The servants are less than their Lord, from whom they have their 
authority. In compass the misbelief is larger, in essence it is less to 
misbelieve, that “grace” is the working of man’s natural faculties, or 
“inspiration” their quickened exercise; it were all one to say that 
“revelation” is man’s own thought, as to say that Jesus, the Fountain 
of truth and the Truth, used one ambiguous or (God forgive it!) igno- 
rant word in matter of truth. 


¢ Prof. Jowett on St. Paul, ii. 591. 


4“FEpistle Dedicatory to Ameth Ben Ameth Embassador of the mighty Emperor 
of Fez and Morocco to Charles II. King of Great Britain,’ re-printed by Leslie, 
Works, i. 207-11. fol. see p. 209. and Leslie’s letter, Ib. p. 217. The Socinians 
never attempted to deny the genuineness of the document. 


XX PREFACE, 


It seemed, to one’, the extreme of Theological hostility, that T said, 
that they who deny eternal punishment, as inconsistent with the attri- 
butes of God, do not really believe in the same God. This, to any mind 
which reflects ever so little, is selfevident. For it is God Himself, Who 
is revealed in His attributes. They then, who hold that what Jesus 
revealed as to God, is inconsistent with the attributes of God as they 
themselves believe of God, do not believe in God Whom Jesus revealed. 
To speak the truth, as I did, thus plainly, (mournful as that truth is,) 
is alone real faithfulness to God and true charity to man. It is Jesus 
Who said, “‘He that believeth not, shall be damned.” Who those 
shall be, He Alone is the Judge. Of this we are sure, that they will 
be those only, who through fault of their own, reject Divine truth. But, 
since the rejection of truth, as well as unholiness of life, will have to do 
with the final doom of man, then, not to state the truth as explicitly as 
we can, to allow truth and falsehood to be jumbled together in one 
evershifting kaleidoscope of opinions, to allow that all may have an 
equal chance of being right, and so, (since they are contradictories,) 
that all have an equal chance of being false, is treason to the God of 
truth, and cruelty to the souls of men. We have been blamed already, 
that we do not “consent to be taught, even by an enemy, and accept 
the faith however imperfect, the adoration however inconsistent, offered 
to Him, Who most assuredly would never have broken that bruised 
reed or quenched that smoking flax.” This is but an instance of that 
variegated use of terms, which destroys all definiteness of meaning. It 
is not the one or other “ harsh or revolting expression,” in M. Renan’s 
“Life of Jesus,” which has so shocked Christian Europe. It is the 
intense and entire unbelief which underlies the whole of that patron- 
izing novel, in which the supercilious insolence of superiority, which 
makes allowance for its God, is more sickening even than its hinted 
blasphemy. Of course, there can be no vestige of “faith” or “ adora- 
tion” in that dreary picture, which describes a young enthusiast, who 
had once “the germs of a true fanaticism,” at one time “‘probably not 
involving himself in innocent (!) frauds, whereby people tried to secure 
to him the title of son of David,” which, however, “he accepted',” but 
who finally became a “ wonder-worker*” against his will, conniving at 
fraud in the resurrection of Lazarus, falling short of “'the delicacies 


°Rey. H. B. Wilson in the Daily News. Mr. Maurice admits the fact, but 
blasphemes God, Whose awful Justice Christians adore. Letter to the Bp. 
of London. 'S. Mark xvi. 16. 

8 Dr. Stanley’s Farewell Sermon, pp. 18, 19. h Renan, Viede Jesus, p. 326. 

1 Tb.<p. 237. * pp. 257. sqq. 1Tb. pp. 252, 3. 
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of the critical spirit [of the 19th century] whereby good faith and 
imposture are irreconcilable terms.” Jesus was born a Jew, and 
““material truth has little value for an Eastern. He sees all through 
his ideas, his interests, his passions.” I cannot bring myself to trans- 
late or accumulate the blasphemies. They are essential to M. Renan’s 
conception of Him Whom he once believed in as his God, for whose 
“decline and fall” he now apologizes, as the faults of his age and 
nation, to which he “bent™,’ sooner than “"renounce his mission.” 
“Faith,” of course there cannot be, in one who would explain as 
human, what our Lord declared to be Divine. The “adoration” of 
one, who, by force of circumstances, is to have fallen short of the 
morality of the 19th century, would be the hideous mockery of those 
who bowed the knee before Him, and mocked Him, saying, “ Hail, king 
of the Jews.’ M. Renan believed once; now he only thinks that his 
former belief makes him the better judge of his Judge Whom he has 
rejected. Dr. Stanley bids us “°think of our controversies, as they will 
appear, when we shall be forced to sit down at the feast with those whom 
we have known only as opponents here, but whom we must recognize as 
companions there.” Would God, it may be so! Joyous, beside its 
joy in God, will be that reunion of His redeemed, when those who have 
been severed for awhile, through no wilful rejection of the truth, shall, 
in the sight of the Ever-blessed and Adorable Trinity, together see and 
adore the perfect Truth. Yet in order that it may be so, they who, 
through no merits of their own but through the mercy of our God, 
have that one truth which He has revealed, are bound the more not, 
through any fear of man, or faint-heartedness, or sloth, or dread of 
repelling an already alienated world, to soften or pare down the truth 
with which we are entrusted. Rather, let the world say what it will, or 
the more because it proposes this deadly peace, in which we are to unite 
in one apathy of despair of God-given truth, we must bear about with 
us the Apostle’s words; Brethren, if any of you do err from the truth, 
and one convert him, let him know, that he which converteth the sinner 
from the error of his way shall save a soul from death and shall hide a 
multitude of sins. 


1 Renan, Vie de Jesus, pp. 252, 3. ™Tb, p. 239. 1Tb. pp. 264-9. 
©The Bible, its Form and Substance, p. 92. 


S. Marx’s Day, 1864. 


NOTICE 


TO THE SECOND EDITION, 


Tue last sheets of this edition were in the press, before I saw the 
advertisement of a Preface by Dr. Williams to a book on the Prophet 
Daniel. Happily, however, there is little in that preface which 
requires notice. Dr. Williams has, for the most part, only re-arranged 
the usual matter of the unbelieving school of criticism, with a protest 
here and there, that it is not unbelieving. It is to be considered com- 
patible with reverence to our Lord, that, whereas He, the Truth, pro- 
nounced Daniel a Prophet, he was in fact no prophet, and that the 
passage “*proves” only “the canonical reception of Danie] at the 
time of Christ’s speaking ;” in other words, it is to prove that our 
Divine Lord spake after the manner of His time and affirmed that 
which was believed to be true, although, in fact, false. 

As to the arguments in Dr. Williams’ Introduction, he has added to 
those before him two paradoxes only, the one about the Aryan words; 
the other that the translation of the LXX. with its manifold falsifi- 
cations of the text, may be the original, of which the sacred text is to be 
the translation, or, at least a selection of its “” most dignified stories.” 
It is to do honor to this paradox to say that it will be believed, when 
Pope’s translation shall be held to be the original of Homer. For 
Pope’s translation is not wilfully disfigured. 

The criticism in the Introduction of Dr. Williams is confined to the 
defence of his former error about the “ Macedonian word” pesanterin ; 
the invention of a new Greek word ashshaph; a masking of the mis- 
takes as to the Chaldee of Daniel which he had repeated from others; 
and the paradox, that the Aryan words, which others° have pointed to 
as characteristic of the date of the Captivity, rather fit in with the 
time of Epiphanes, when many of them, as they stood in Daniel, had 
ceased to be understood by the Western Jews. 


®Dr. Williams’ Introd. to Mr. Desprez on Daniel, p. xxxvi. 
PUG.) Pa Xouve °e, ¢. Delitzsch. 
xxiil 
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The importance of the subject requires some supplementary remarks, 
for the sake of those who might be misled by confident assertions, which 
they are not able to verify. 

1. Greek instruments. 

It being a principle now acknowledged, that the names of articles of 
commerce travel with the things themselves, there is nothing more 
surprising in finding the names of Greek instruments of music, in the 
music-loving, commercial, luxurious, Babylon, than in finding the 
Sanskrit, Malabar, and Tamul names of the elephant, ape, algum- 
wood, as imported by Solomon, in the book of Kings*. The mere 
mention then of the instruments themselves yielding no evidence as to 
the date of the book of Daniel, it had to be eked out by something 
else. Dr. Williams tries to supply it ; : 


1)° kathros, cithara, guitar. “ How came other books of the Bible, even 
those written in Babylon [Ps. cxxxvii.], to call a harp by its Hebrew 
name kinnor, and only Daniel to use the Greek word kithara?” 


The objection is based on a mere assumption that the kinnor and 
the kithara were the same instruments. The existence of the two 
Greek words, zvipa, x:0dpa, shews, that they were not. The Hebrews, 
in the captivity‘, used their own instrument kinnor ; Nebuchadnezzar 
had imported, with one, or possibly two other Greek instruments, 
the Greek instrument which was older than Homer, the kithara. 
But it is even remarkable that, whereas of the six instruments, 
specified at Nebuchadnezzar’s festival, three have certainly Aramaic 
names, there is no mention of any known Hebrew instrument. For 
the “horn,” “keren,” (common as it is in all countries) is nowhere in 
the O. T. spoken of absolutely as the name of a Hebrew instrument. 
In one verse only, amid the preponderating use of the word shophar, 
this same instrument which had just before been spoken of (in the 
plural) as shopheroth hatiobelim®, is called keren hatiobel®. The 
Hebrew instruments of music are commonly counted as ten. The 
exclusion of them all from this enumeration in Nebuchadnezzav’s festival 
fits in with the history, but would have been very unlikely in a book, 
written some centuries afterward in Palestine. 


4See bel. p. 92. °Dr. Williams, p. xviii. Ps. cxxxvii. must have been 
written after the captivity, since it speaks of the sitting by the waters of Babylon, 
as a thing in the past. Still it speaks of their hanging up their unused harps, so 
they must have had them there. EDIT NIDIW Jos. vi. 4. 8. 
13, DIAN DMDW vi, 6. NIDWA vi. 4. 8. 9. 13. bis. 16, 20. MDW vi. 9. NIWA 
vi. 5. 20. BNI {IP Jos. vi. 5. 
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2) “Tf this were not enough, we find the word pesanteeryn or psanteryon, 
which, whether its peculiar form be certainly, or but probably, connected 
by Gesenius with the Macedonian use of N for L (mentioned by Gregory 
of Corinth) must in any case be a modification of the Greek Psalterion,” 
Note. “The Doric use does not exclude the Macedonian, but renders it 

‘probable; the word PaArqpwv could not have come from the Dorians; for 
it was not a Dorian name, but was a comparatively modern substitute for 
the older name ydyad¢, which meant the lyre with some special number 
of strings. (See Atheneus iv. p. 636.) Dr. P. must pardon this correction, 
which I would have spared, if his extreme confidence had not taken such 
a tone of rebuke, not sparing even S. Gregory, a Bishop and Father, as 
well as a grammarian.” 


1) Had Dr. Williams looked into the work of Gregory of Corinth 
to which he refers, he would have seen that. Gregory (who lived not 
earlier than the 12th century, it is not known how much later‘) writes 
of the Doric, but says not one word of the Macedonian dialect. It 
was not I, but one of the best Greek Scholars in England, who denied 
the existence of any proof that A was changed into v in Macedonian *. 
On the other hand, the change from the / into n, in Greek words 
passing into Semitic dialects, is an acknowledged fact. 

2) There is no trace of any such Greek word as psanterion. Psalte- 
rion, a genuine Greek name for a musical instrument, occurs both in 
earlier and later times. Even a Dorie writer, Callicratidas a Laconian, 
has the same form psalterion’. It is true, that Apollodorus (about 
B. C. 140) says, “™the magadis is what we now call psalterion,” 
explaining the disused name of magadis. But he does not say (what 
would not have been true), that psalterion was a modern name. For 
Theophrastus, 180 years before, speaks of it as a well-known instrument ; 
“2 the ilex is suited for cross-bars for lyres and psalteries.” And his 
master Aristotle speaks of “° triangular psalteries,” consequently of one 
kind out of several; as Juba says, that Alexander of Cythera “? filled 
up the psaltery with strings,” perfecting a simple instrument. The 
name occurs also in a saying of Themistocles (born only twenty-two 
years after the accession of Cyrus), when jeered for his want of elegant 
accomplishments, “that he knew not how to tune a lyre or handle a 
psaltery, but, having received a city small and inglorious, he had made 
it glorious and great.” 

It was this familiar instrument in the time of Themistocles, which is 


iSee Smith’s Biogr. Dict. v. Pardus. «See below p. 93. 
1TIn Stob. Tit. 85. 16. T. iii. p. 178. Gaisf. ™ Ath. xiv. 40. p. 687. 
® Hist. Plant. c. 6. n. 6. ° Problem. c. 18. n. 28. 
P Ath. iy. 81. p. 183. ¢ ¢Plut. Them. c. 2. 
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represented on the sculptures of Nineveh, and whose present Semitic 
name Santer, dc. is an abridgment of the Pesanterin of Daniel". 

3. Symphonia or Siphonia. If there were any evidence that the 
Greek word ovpgwria was ever used of a single instrument, I would 
gladly have accepted the explanation. It would then have fallen 

under the same principle as the others, that the name of the musical 
instrument traveled with the instrument itself. No Greek scholar, 
however, of England or Germany admits this. I was therefore obliged 
to fall back upon the very possible Semitic etymology suggested by 
Furst. 

To these Greek names of instruments, Dr. Williams adds a Greek 
word, of his own invention. 


“s What shall we say of Ashaphim, the wise men or diviners? In the 
comparatively modern colluvies, called Syriac, the word has been adopted 
out of Daniel. No Semitic warrant for it approaches within ages the 
time required for a precedent, unless any one chooses to make it a dia- 
lectic variation of the Hebrew Cashaph. Ashaph, I suspect, can only 
be sophos.” 


Dr. Williams afterward turns this suspicion into certainty ; 


“t Nor even that Greek words, and those not merely musical names [names 
of musical instruments}, defy all attempts to explain them away ;” 


and yet he does not himself attempt to point out any other Greek 
word in Daniel, except this of Ashshaph, beside the two (or, as he 
thinks, three) musical instruments. 

The criticism, on which he rests this “suspicion,” is wrong on both 
sides. For 1) there is (what he denies) a certain Aramaic etymology 
of Ashshaph ; 2) There is no pretext for suspecting Ashshaph to be a 
Greek word. 

1) Ashshaph, it appears, was one who used incantations. The name 
is employed especially of those, who by their voice charmed serpents *. 
It is So common a word in Syriac, that it is even used to explain 
another word, lochoosho*, which is identical with the Hebrew lachash, 
the low sharp voice, used by such charmers. This agrees with the 
meaning of the word, asheph, as given by the accurate Syriac lexicog- 


"See below p. 96. Bide seb igh Seagal: "Bar Bahlul. 
“Tt is used for éraowdd¢ Ecclus. xii. 3, and in 2 Chron. xxxvii. 6, quoted in Didase. 
Apost. 28, 14, and for oiwworie in Rel. Jur. 31. 11. The verb is used for 
érdoouev in Clem. Rom. Rec. 137. 3.2? Dr. P. Smith’s Collectan. 


* Rel. Jur, 21. 13. lochoosho stands in the text for ashoofo, which the margin 
supplies. 
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rapher, Bar Bahlul’, “blew.” This sense is connected with other 
Semitic roots, as nashaph, nasham, shaaph, Heb.; nasapha*, Arab. vi. 
viii. “speak low, secretly,” whose meaning, though unconnected with 
the rest of the root in Arabic, re-appears in nasipho, “clandestine 
conversation, a secret, a thing hidden.” (Kam.) This then is trans- 
ferred to incantation, in the same way as lachash Heb., lechash,* Syr. 
Castell’s Syriac lexicon would have shewn Dr Williams, that the Syriac 
word is not “adopted out of Daniel,” since the verb too is used in 
Syriac, but does not occur in Daniel. It and its derivatives are, in 
fact, used in the best Syriac authors, and any Syriac Scholar would 
know it to be a genuine Syriac word. 

2) Had ashshaph had ever so real a connection (which it has not) 
with the root existing in Greek, Latin, and (as Max Miller informs 
me) in old German and Anglosaxon’®, this would have only been one 
of the instances of the connection of languages. The correspondence 
would have been in the root, not in the actual word. 

On the other hand, 1) in Greek words, really adopted in Aramaic, 
the Greek s (as in co¢ds) is always represented by s, never by sh. Thus 
the likeness between the two words ashshaph, cogds, amount to this, 
that the word ashshaph consisting virtually of four letters in Daniel, a. 
sh. sh. ph. it has one letter in common with sophos, ph or f. 2) In the 
names of the Greek instruments, Daniel retains the Greek termination, 
pesanterin, kathros (for kitharis.) 8) The s is only prefixed to Greek 
words to facilitate the pronunciation*. Thus we have 871208: Syr. for 
cyody, SIYIDN, for cyjpa {VON for orddcov &c. on the same principle 
as, in French, Escuyer, (Esquire) from scutiger; Espier, espy, Ital. 
spiare ; establir, establish, from stabilire ; and our estray, (A. 8. Stregan.) 
4) No one, who ever read a single classical Syriac writer, as S. Ephrem, 


y “asheph, i. q. ahabba.” Ar. “Dietrich in Gesenius Lex. illustrates 
asheph by the Arabic nasapha. 
@See Ges. v. WN. > Dr. Payne Smith furnishes me from his Collectanea, 


with the instances, ashoopho, Bar Hebr. Chron. p. 175. 1. 2. p. 491. 1. 13. S. 
Ephrem uses the derivative ashoophootho ii. 383. See also ab. p. XXXviii. n. u. x. 

© goddc, cadgic, sapio, stand connected in Liddell & Scott’s Lex. “In Anglosaxon 
too safa is, ‘thought, mind, intellect ;’ in old German, sefjan is to ‘understand,’ ” 
Max Miiller. 

4 Mr. Desprez says, “To those [Greek words] may be added ashshaphim, astrol- 
ogers, a word resembling o/ oo¢go! of the Greeks, and which, it is said [wrongly], 
has no derivation in Chaldee.” p.16. Mr. D. overlooks that ashshaph occurs in the 
singular in Dan. ii. 18, and so the ash could not be accounted for; but further, 
although in Lexica some few Greek words appear, in which the article (6, ot, 7,) 
is written in combination with the word, the exact Greek pronunciation is 
retained, and the words themselves were never used in Syriac. 
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would speak of Syriac as a “colluvies.” Greek words are very rare 
indeed, and almost only ecclesiastical, in the older Syriac. They came in, 
(Dr. Payne Smith tells me,) with the translation of so much Greek 
Theology by, and in the time of, S. James of Edessa* in the latter 
half of the 7th century, and indeed of some Greek philosophic works 
of Aristotle and Porphyry‘; but still more, under the Abbassidz. But 
the greater part of the Greek words which disfigure Syriac Lexica, 
were never used by any Syriac writer®. And, even when they receive 
a Syriac termination, it is self-evident that they are Greek. No one 
ever could doubt in regard to them. 

The attempt to make ashshaph a Greek word belongs to the antiquated 
school of uncritical criticism of Bertholdt and his compeers, which 
Germany at least has outgrown. It remains then, as before, that there 
occur in Daniel the name of one Greek instrument, which we know to 
have been in use at Nineveh during the Assyrian empire, and one, or 
at most two, more, in an enumeration of musical instruments, employed 
ina great festival. The older inventors of Greek words in Daniel 
were wrong as to language and facts, but they were right in the 
principle, that foreign words, which should be any proof as to the date 
of a book, must be among the common words of a language. Our 
French words are a perpetual memorial of the Norman conquest; the 
Persian, Chinese, Malay, Mexican, Malabar and other names of articles 
of commerce® in English are indications only of the existence of that 
commerce. So also as to the musical instruments. They are no more 
evidence that the book of Daniel was written amid intercourse with 
Greeks, than the word ypdoos in Homer, or dpzy in Hesiod, prove that 
they lived among Pheenicians. 

2. Aryan words. 


“i How then [i.e. since ‘/the indigenous Babylonians of Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s age were of the Syro-Arabian race, at the head of which the 
Bible places Chesed,’] are we to explain the occurrence of Iranian i.e. 
Indo-European words in Daniel? If he equalled the highest historical 


See Assem. B. O. i. 475. sqq. ‘Tb. p. 498. 

® Dr. Payne Smith informs me that almost all the Greek words which appear 
in Bar Bahlul (and from him e. g. in Bernstein) were collected from the margins 
of books translated from the Greek and were, in fact, only the Greek words them- 
selves, which the translator noted down, as we ourselves often place in the margin 
a word which it is difficult to render exactly. “The Theological words were 
collected by Anan-Jesus Bishop of Hirta, and medical words (the two chief classes) 
by Hhonain.” 

See bel. p. 92. 1Dr. Williams pp. xvii, xviii. Jp. xvi. 
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instance of longevity, it would be a strange employment for one on the 
brink of the grave, first to learn Persian, then to translate into it por- 
tions of his former work and the edict of Nebuchadnezzar.” 


I observed, in my work, “*Of all these foreign words it may be 
said, that they do not enter into the prophet’s ordinary style, nor do 
they in any way influence it. All of them are technical names.” 
There are four Aryan names of officers: of state, a fifth, gedubar, in 
which the termination is Aryan; three Aryan names of articles of 
dress or ornaments ; one of royal food. It is grotesque to speak of the 
occurrence of these words, as involving “a translation of portions of 
Daniel’s former works into Persian.” It is absurdly untrue. But 
neither is it anything surprising, that foreign names of dress should 
have come into Aramaic. It occurs in every language. The name 
travels with the thing. In our own memory several French names of 
articles of dress, especially of the head, have come in, such as were 
either unknown formerly or were known by their Saxon name. In 
like way there is abundant analogy for foreign names of officers. 
Since pechah, being probably an Aryan, certainly a foreign, name, was 
adopted into Hebrew, when Solomon organized his foreign possessions ; 
since Sagan was known to Ezekiel as a title of Assyrian officers, perhaps 
of Babylonian too; so equally may other Aryan names of officers have 
been received among the Babylonians. 

Dr. Williams passes “sicco pede” over the argument, that the meaning 
of many of these words was forgotten at the time of Antiochus 
Epiphanes, where they would place the book of Daniel. The objection 
is a paradox of his own, in which, as he had no predecessors, so, I trust, 
he will have no successors. It is an attempt to turn against the book 
of Daniel an unanswerable argument as to its genuineness, that the 
knowledge of Aryan names was natural to one, living in the proximity 
of Aryan nations at Babylon, but unaccountable in a Jew, supposed 
to live nearly four centuries afterward in Palestine, when the Persian 
power had passed away for a century and a half. 

The Aramaic of Daniel and Ezra. 

Dr. Williams limits his observations to an attempt to gloss over the 
errors which he adopted from German critics, without either confessing 
or denying them. His original criticism was ; 


“1The texture of the Chaldee with such date forms as lechon, deen and 
illeen, the pronominal m and h haying passed into n—remove all philo- 
logical and critical doubt as to the age of the book.” 


k See p. 100. 1 Essays and Rey. p. 76. 
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I pointed out in answer, 1) as to con, that the two corresponding 
plural suffixes, con and hon, occur in Ezra too, hon occurring even 
oftener than hom, and con occurring in the only place where it is used 
with a verb. Clearly, then, that cannot be “a late form” which occurs 
in the earliest Chaldee which we have, except that of Daniel, the 
Chaldee of Ezra. I placed, moreover, under fourteen heads, the results 
of Mr. McGill’s careful comparison of the Biblical Chaldee with that. 
of the earliest Targums, which shewed invincibly a marked correspond- 
ence between the Chaldee of Daniel and Ezra, and a marked difference 
between the Chaldee of both and that of the Targums. Mr. McGill’s 
conviction, as well as my own, was that the Chaldee of Daniel bore 
traces of being earlier than that of Ezra. Dr. Williams, in’ answer, 
ignores all this discussion, and, tacitly abandoning his own statement 
of the lateness of the form chon, insists only on the fact that Ezra, as 
well as Jeremiah (in his one Chaldee verse) used the form Jehom as well 
as lehon, and misled by what I had said, “that com occurs five times in 
Ezra, con once,” adds, “more decidedly, the pronoun for to you, in the 
proportion of five: times to one throughout Ezra, is lechom ili. 4. (comp. 
ii. 5. 9) whereas in Daniel it is Lechon iii. 4,.”—a large way of expressing 

that com (not lechom) occurs 3 times in the one decree of Artaxerxes, 
and twice in a previous chapter, the same words being repeated. 

But, beside ignoring all the larger subject, Dr. Williams ignores the 
fact that the use of both forms is an anomaly in the book of Ezra. In 
none of the dialects are both forms used. The Hebrew and Arabic, as 
I observed, have the forms with m, the Western Aramaic and the 
Samaritan have the forms with n. Daniel then wrote pure Aramaic 
in writing hon, con. The fact to be accounted for is, that in Ezra both 
forms are used, not that Daniel used one only. But then it is only 
part of a fact, which runs throughout Daniel and Ezra, that Chaldee 
was not so fixed in their time, as it was at the later period of the 
Targumists.. This used to be explained by the assumption of Hebraisms 
in Chaldee; Mr. McGill shewed that this would not account for the 
facts; and to this I added, that many of those forms, which, in an 
earlier stage of comparative philology, used to be called Hebraisms, 
occur in the Samaritan Aramaic also. 

2. As to Dr. William’s second case, which was to prove the “ lateness” 
of Daniel’s Chaldee, den, the simple answer was, that Daniel did not 
use it at all but that Ezra as well as Daniel used, the emphatic form 
denah. This then was rather a distinction of both Ezra and Daniel 
from the later Aramaic, that they used a form, denah, not found in 
later Aramaic, and that the later Aramaic used a form, dein, not 
employed by them. As a demonstrative pronoun, “this,” denah occurs 
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with nearly equal frequency in both, sixteen times in Daniel, and thirteen 
times in Ezra, and in both, alike, as the predicate. ‘This is the dream,” 
“This is the copy of the letter;” or as an adjective “this dream,” 
“this house.” In combination with prepositions, including 5, it occurs 
fifteen times in Daniel, eight times in Ezra, once in Jeremiah’s one verse. 

Dr. Williams, in answer, drops his original statement, and confines 
himself to this, (which I had pointed out,) that Ezra alone has deee 
and dae; but he omits what I also pointed out, that Daniel alone has 
the form dicceen, which presupposes the form deec, from which it is 
lengthened. Further, Daniel alone has the original word, da, from 
which deee itself (as all philologists would agree) was lengthened ; 
and deec itself occurs in the Targums, only with the fuller mode of 
writing which they use in dein. So then the argument stands thus; 
1) Daniel alone has da, 8% which, in this simple form, occurs beside 
only in Nasorean; in Samaritan it becomes daah, m87; in the Targums, 
hada (#77). 2) Daniel alone has a form, dicceen, (}33+) which does not 
recur in any dialect. 3) Ezra alone has the intermediate form between 
da and dicceen viz. deec (}7.) but this occurs in the Targums, only in 
the fuller forms, }3-°3°3,°2°". 4) Daniel and Ezra alike, and Jeremiah 
also, use the form denah and compounds of denah, neither of which is used, 
in the Targums, although they use dein and adverbial compounds of dein. 

3. As to the 3d case, the anomaly to be accounted for, is, that 
Jeremiah in his single Aramaic verse, and Ezra once, use, in Aramaic 
the Hebrew edleh, “these.” It was not unnatural in Hebrews, writing 
Aramaic. But it was not the word, used in Aramaic for “ these” in 
Ezra’s time; for Ezra used elleh once only, but the four other times, in 
which he had occasion to express “these,” he employed the word idleec, 
which occurs in Daniel also ten times, but which the Targumists do 
not use. Four times only, Daniel uses the same demonstrative, el, 
with the more ordinary ending, ilein ; once, alleen. 

In the prevailing idiom of both, Daniel and Ezra agree in the use of 
a form, unknown to the Targums; they differ, in that Ezra once uses 
the Hebrew equivalent, and Daniel, on the other hand, uses the termi- 
nation which occurs throughout Aramaic, and was transmitted to the 
writers of the Targums. Dr. Williams thinks it makes the use clearer 
to tabulate these variations. I will correct his table; 


Hebrew Aramate. 
in Aramaic. | Ezra 4 times, Daniel 4 times Syr. Samar. Targ. 
Jeremiah, | Daniel 10 times, illein ~—aatleinalein illein 
Ezra, . illeee once allen holein 
once each, 


elleh 


XXX CORRECTIONS OF 


How the use of a termination, which (as appears both from the 
dialects in this and from its use in other pronouns,) is a genuine wide- 
spread pronominal ending, can be indicative of a later date of Daniel, 
because it occurs also in the Targums, I cannot imagine. I will only 
add the simple statement of Gesenius, alas! an unsuspected authority. 
“The paragogic termination }-, 7 occurs also in the pronouns {7: |") [27> 
pas. pam.” Thes. p. 94. But no one, who had any knowledge of 
Aramaic or its dialects would doubt about it. 

These are the only criticisms of Dr. Williams, which bear upon the 
book of Daniel. Some other remarks on what I had said in regard to 
the two prophecies as to our Lord, “ Kiss the Son,” (Ps. ii.) “ He shall 
be called—Mighty God,” [Is. ix. 6. E. V.] I will not characterize, 
because they are directed against myself. But I trust that the exhibi- 
tion of them will be my excuse for not answering hereafter anything 
which Dr. Williams may say about me. 

In regard to the rendering of the words nashsheku bar, kiss the Son, 
he charges me with a series of suppressions of truth. 


“m He [I] characteristically omits to make it clear to his readers that Bar 
never elsewhere in the Old Testament means Son, except in a late and 
Chaldaized postscript to the Proverbs.” 


On the contrary, I distinctly said, “" 13 [Bar] occurs once beside in 
the undoubted sense, son, Pr. xxxi. 2.” As to that chapter being 
“ chaldaized,” the only proof alleged by any one, beside the word bar 
itself, is the plural termination in in, which is acknowledged to be a 
poetic form. One, whose authority Dr. Williams would accept, says, 
“°In the plural, the m is a sound very peculiar to Hebrew, since in 
almost all other Semitic languages it passes into n. Yet gradually the 
Aramaic in finds its way into Hebrew, yet mostly rather as a matter of 
dialect and here and there in the De Micah ii. 12, Job. iv. 2, xxiv. 
22, xxxi. 10, Pr. xxxi. 3, Lam. iv. 3, (k’tib.) ; in prose yet more rarely, 
2 Sey xxi. 20. (k’tib.) 1 Kings xi. 33, 2 Kings xi. 13.” No one now 
would call Job or Micah “ Chaldaized.” 


“That if it could, in pure Hebrew, mean Son, it would require the 
$4 -?) 
article ; 


On the contrary, I denied that it would require the article, instancing 
WD, Ps. xxi, and pn in this same Psalm, and referring to the statements 


& 


™ Dr. Williams’ Introd. p. xiii. 2 Daniel &c. p. 395. 
° Ewald 3 177. 2 a. p. 460. Ed. 7. 
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of -Delitzsch, Gesenius and Ewald, as to the “? habitual omission ot 
the article in poetry, where it would stand in prose.” 


“That the Old Testament never in any place mentions the Son in the 
manner of St. John, without some affix or term of limitation, e. g. my 
Son, thy Son ;” 


_I was answering objections which had been raised, not what had not 
been raised. Yet bar-enash, son of man, Dan. vii. 13, is equally a 
single expression; and Mashiach, Messiah, Dan. ix. 26, which in like 
way is elsewhere construed with a genitive’; and tsemach, “branch,” 
stands, equally without the Article, as the name of the Messiah, Zech. 
i. 6, yi. 12, 

“That the verb kiss, or worship, joined with Bar here, rarely takes a 
case without a preposition ; ” 


On the contrary, I enumerated ad/ the constructions in which the 
verb kiss occurs; and stated that, occurring in all thirty-one times, 
“rin the meaning, kiss, in seven places, beside this Psalm, the object is 
in the accusative.” 


“and, more rarely (if 1 Sam. x. 1. be admitted as a possible instance), 
denotes the kiss of homage without a qualifying word;”’ 


I do not understand this criticism. The word, kiss, including the 
passage, 1 Sam. x. 1, (of which Gesenius did not doubt, Thes. p. 9238,) 
and Gen. xli. 10, (where also he thought it probable, that the kiss of 
homage is meant) is used of homage, five times in the O. T.; once with 
b, “kissed him” (Baal), 1 Kings xix. 18; once with by, “all the 
people shall kiss y5 oy.” (it is thought most probably) “on thy 
mouth,” Gen. xli. 10; twice with the accusative; “kiss the calves,” 
Hos. xiii. 2, and in 1 Sam. x. 1, Samuel “kissed him” [Saul], after 
anointing him king at the command of God. Dr. Williams ignores 
the real ground of the rendering, that, except in the idiom “ drawers 
of the bow,’ (which Gesenius has rightly derived from a different 
root,) pws always means “ kiss,” and, except in one instance, is followed, 
(whether with or without a preposition,) by the object which is kissed. 
That one exception does but confirm the rule, since in it (Ps. Ixxxv. 
11,) two subjects are mentioned, “ righteousness and peace have kissed,” 
obviously, each other. But if in this place, as every where else, the 
word means “kiss,” it can only be. (as Gesenius saw) the kiss of 


Pp, 396. 4See below p. 196, 7. ™See below p. 394. 
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homage; and, according to the uniform construction, 12, which follows, 
must be the object of that homage. 


“that the ancient versions, Septuagint, Vulgate, Chaldee, Arabic, Aquila, 
three at least guided by pure Hebrew, found no possibility of a son in 
the verse ;”’ 


On the contrary, I mentioned all these versions (except the Polyglott 
Arabic, which, as being a translation of the LX X., does not come into 
account) and I set down the renderings, not of these only but of Symma- 
chus also. 


“that the Syriac translators, naturally misled by their own language, 
first fancied Bar to mean in Hebrew what it means in Syriac; ” 


The fact, that the Syriac translation was carefully rendered out of 
the Hebrew, and, in the first instance, without employment of the 
Greek versions, is in harmony with the Syriac tradition, that it was 
translated by contemporaries of the Apostles. It was manifestly trans- 
lated by a Christian, of Jewish birth. It then, which translated the 
words, “‘kiss the Son,” was no late translation, nor an after-thought ; 
it was probably the second translation of the Hebrew Scriptures, and 
prior to Aquila, as well as to Symmachus and Theodotion. “Kiss the 
Son” was, from the closeness of the two dialects, expressed by the same 
two words in Syriac as in Hebrew; the idiom was the same in both; 
this surely is an illustration of the Hebrew construction, not an evidence 
of a mistake by the Syriac translator. Dr. W’s. argument is, in fact; 
“Bar in this place cannot mean son; therefore the Syriac translator 
must have been mistaken ;” which is “ begging the question.” 


“that the example once set was followed by Jews and Christians (as 
after our last four years’ experience, it may be followed more largely), 


The example, set by a Syriac and Christian translator, followed by 
Jews, who did not know the language and could not read the character! 
Aben Ezra and Kimchi indebted to the Peshito! or the Zohar, and 
the mystical interpretations of the Psalms*, which probably embodied 
pre-Christian tradition. In regard to Christians, it is historically 
known that, after the meaning of the words had been long hidden by 


the use of the LXX. and the Vulgate, they recovered the meaning out 
of Jewish sources. 


*See in Schéttgen, de Mess. ad loe. ii. p. 219. 
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“Yet that the great Rashi, whose Hebrew shoe-latchet it would require 
many Professors to unloose worthily, reverted to the pure Hebrew so far 
as to give in purity of heart (be-vor levav) as the equivalent to Bar, though 
he took the word worship differently, 

Rashi has his historical value, especially as preserving traditional 
interpretation. As an interpreter of words he ranks very low. I will 
quote an unsuspected authority, Gesenius. ‘ ‘It may suffice, to char- 
acterize the three first [‘ Yarchi i.e. Rashi or Rabbi Solomon Ishaki, 
Aben Ezra, Kimchi’], ‘that Yarchi is almost entirely a traditional- 
talmudical interpreter ;’ Aben Ezra incomparably more independent, 
less prejudiced, of sounder judgment; Kimchi an able Grammarian 
and compiler.—Their value for interpretation depends mostly on the 
sources which they use, viz. tradition, Talmudic Chaldee and Arabic 
use of words, and the context, and especially on the more or less happy 
judgment of each, in which respect the first place belongs to R. Jona 
or Abulwalid, to the so celebrated Yarchi only one of the last places.’ 
I have quoted Aben Ezra, as retaining the meaning Son. I will add, 
that Kimchi hesitates not about the meaning “ kiss,” nor that it is the 
kiss of homage; nor that a person is designated by dar; nor that that 
person is the object of the kiss of homage. He himself gives as the 
first sense of bar, “Son;” but the general sense remains the same in 
the other renderings which he mentions, “‘ kiss the pure one,” or, “ kiss 
the Elect.” I will give the passage, 


“ Nashshekoo is like, ‘and he kissed all his brethren,’ (Gen. xlv. 15.) and 
bar is like ben. And so, ‘what, my son (berz), and what, the son (bar) of 
my womb?’ (Prov. xxxi. 2.) Or the explanation is from (/ebare lebab) 
‘to the pure of heart’ (Ps. Ixxili. 1.) And if its interpretation is ‘son’ 
its exposition is, ‘kiss that son, whom God hath called son’ as he said, 
‘thou art my son.’ And the meaning of ‘kiss’ is after the custom of the 
servant to kiss the hand of his master. And if its meaning is ‘pure,’ the 
exposition is, ‘ what have you to do with me? for Iam pure of heart, and 
there is no iniquity in me, that ye should come and fight against me, but 
ye ought to kiss me and confess that I am lord by the command of God.’ 
And it suits to explain bar from beroo lachem ish, ‘choose you a man’ 
after the way of, ‘Saul the chosen (dechér) of the Lord.’” (2 Sam. xxi. 6.) 


I may observe that Kimchi finds no difficulty as to the omission of 


the article, which Dr. W. states to be so important"; nay, he even 
supposes that bar might not only stand absolutely for “the Son,” 


t Handworterb. pp. xiii. xiv. ed. Dietr. "See ab. p. xxxli. 
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(which has no difficulty as being a substantive,) but even if it were 
taken as an adjective, “ the pure,” “ the elect.” 

But in prophecies which relate to our Lord, Jews, while they remain 
Jews, must be under a bias, because they reject Him. Rashi says 
plainly on this Psalm, “*Our Rabbins explained the meaning of the 
king Messiah; but for the literal meaning and for the refutation of 
heretics [Christians] it is best to explain it of David himself.” I have 
often observed how Jewish interpreters will accept the true meaning of 
words, if they can evade the inference; while others put a forced 
meaning on the words, if they see no way of escaping it. Rashi avows 
antagonism to Christianity, as determining his interpretation: to others, 
it is the guide to their interpretation, although they do not avow it. 


“and that in Isaiah xxxiii. 7. we find in Mar, ‘bitterly,’ a justification 
for our taking Bar adverbially.” 


In Isaiah, mar is joined with a neuter verb, “they shall weep ;” in 
the Psalm, Bar is united with an active verb, and accordingly is the 
object of that verb. Kimchi, even allowing the sense “elect” or 
“pure,” still saw that, in any case, it must be the object of the verb. 


“Instead of thus interpreting Hebrew by Hebrew philology or by 
critical history,— 


If I did not “ interpret Hebrew by Hebrew philology ” in rendering 
nashshekoo bar, ‘ kiss the Son,” by what did Gesenius or Fiirst (not to 
speak of the Zohar or Aben Ezra) interpret it, when they rendered in 
the selfsame way, or Kimchi, when he preferred it? Are they at once 
neglectful of “Hebrew philology,” because they join an active verb 
with its object, although their rendering best fits in with the interpreta- 
tion as to the Messiah ? 


“Our Regius Professor flies to Phcenician, in order to tell us that Bar, 
a son, ‘belongs to the earliest stock of the language.’ ” 


No one questions that bar might mean “son” in Hebrew. The 
passage of Proverbs leaves no doubt. The only question raised is, 
whether it is an Aramaic word, adopted in Hebrew. And for this 
question, the appeal to the Phoenician is in its place. For its exstant 
remains being mostly derived from countries, with which the Hebrews 
did not come into contact, the correspondence can, in such cases at least, 


*The words are given in Martini Pug. Fid. f. 421. p. 527. ed. Carpz. and are 
extant in MSS. See Rashi ad loc. and on Ps, 21 ed. Breithaupt. 
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only result from the similarity of the language at the early date, when 
the two nations were separated. 


“Tt is a blemish which he would treat bitterly in another, that his 
Phoenician instances are conjectures drawn by disputed readings through 
the Latinisms of Plautus and Livy (the first of them having the draw- 
back of not being in the Manuscripts of Plautus, which for Mebar, give 
Mehar) or else are names, of which not one appears to have belonged to 
the Mother-Country ; Some are Carthaginian, the most probable Maltese.” 


Of details I will speak presently. But as to the general question, 
the fact, that the words are found, not in the Mother-Country, but in 
the West, is that which gives them their special value, as evidence. 

Had the inscription or names been those of Tyre or Sidon, it might 
have been said, “ The words may have passed from one language to 
the other, at any period of their intercourse.” But since there was no 
intercourse between the Hebrews and Carthaginians, to account for the 
word bar migrating from the one to the other, then it must have been 
part of “the original stock of the language” of both. 

Dr. W. proceeds to charge me with direct, falsification, where, as he 
hints, there was little fear of detection. He says; 


“My edition of Gesenius’s Pheenicia is of Leipzig 1838. I must presume 
that the Regius Professor uses a different one, unless he took a little liberty 
in an out of the way region.” 


Had Dr. Williams taken the slightest care in examining Gesenius, 
before making his imputation, he would have seen, that every citation 
of mine from Gesenius is exact. 


“Though Gesenius gives Bar, as one out of three explanations of what 
was then supposed to be in Plautus ; ” 


He gives it as the explanation, deservedly rejecting others: he, as 
well as three other writers, whom he quotes, advisedly retains the word 
bar. But were the rendering incorrect’, the evidence would be stronger 
without it. For if Plautus did use the word, he must have taken it 
out of the spoken language; if he did not, then the evidence for its 
existence in Pheenician is confined to the most unchanging part of a 
language, Proper Names. But in all languages it happens, that proper 


¥ Gesenius had deliberately preferred the reading of the editio princeps, (which, 
of course, represents a MS.) mebar, to that of the three MSS, mehar (Ges. Pheen. p. 
365.) It appears from the palimpsest, which A. Mai collated, that the Punic text 
in Plautus had been variously corrupted, and a single MS. which gives a good 
sense, is preferable to three, whose reading admits of none. 
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names often retain meanings or, when themselves compounded, embalm 
words which are lost elsewhere. Any one, ever so little acquainted 
with Hebrew, knows this as to Hebrew. We are familiar with the 
fact, as to our own Saxon names of persons or places. Proper names 
survive almost any changes. “Tartessus,” till it perished, attested, by 
its name, the Phcenician colonization of Southern Spain; Seville and 
Malaga do so still; the Guadalquivir is a memorial still of the Arab 
conquest. The Pheenician names, in which “ Bar” occurs, lived on, 
even if the word itself ceased out of common use. 


“and though he interprets Carthaginian and Maltese names, some of 
them, as Bomilcar, not very probably, by the same clue ;”’ 


I distinguished those names which I thought to be able and probable 
conjectures of Gesenius, from those of which the word Bar was visibly a 
component part. Of the first I said, “ Gesenius also explains by it the 
names, &c;” among them, Bomilear. Of the other class no other 
interpretation can be given, Barmelech, Barmokaros, or Berminas. 


“he vouchsafes to bar no place in his Pheenician vocabulary (p. 348.), 
but gives, as the native inscriptions ‘sexcenties,’ Ben as the word for “son.’” 


In his “ Pheenician vocabulary *,” (so to call it) Gesenius does give 
bar a place, both by itself, and as entering into Proper Names. The 
list, to which Dr. Williams refers, is limited to such Phcenician words, 
as have been found on inscriptions and coins. Gesenius entitles it, 
“remains of the Pheenician language from inscriptions and coins.” 
Yet here too, Bar has a place ina Proper Name, Bar Melech, which 
occurs in an Inscription, as I had quoted it. The use then of bar and 
ben in Hebrew and Pheenician corresponds: ben is, in both, the common 
word; bar, therarer. Barmelech, Barmokaros, Berminas, bear testimony, 
that bar, son, was on old received word in the language of the people, 
to which they belong. The fact, that ben is (as it is in Hebrew) the 
common word for son in the inscriptions, and that also in the inscrip- 
tion, in which Bar Melech occurs”, only the more illustrates the 
antiquity of the form bar in the proper names of which it forms a part. 
For at the date of the inscriptions, it had ceased out of the ordinary 
language. 

Lastly, Bar Melech is not a “Maltese name,” but the name of a 
Phoenician, mentioned on a Pheenician inscription, found at Malta. 


*p. 389-392. *p. 805-312. 
»“Vfannibal ben Barmelech,” Gesen. p. 105. 
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Malta was a Pheenician colony*; its name “ Melite*” is itself Phoani- 
cian. It came into the hands of the Carthaginians. The date of the 
inscription is unknown; but, whereas the modern Maltese isan African 
Arabic, the inscription is Phoenician. 

In regard to Is. ix. 6, Dr. Williams again ignores the points at issue. 
I pointed out three facts*, 1) that, in the next chapter, x. 21, no one 
does or could question that el gibbor means mighty God; but even a 
mere human writer, who wished to be understood, would not use the 
same idiom in two different senses, in two following chapters; much 
less would the same title be used of God in one chapter, of a mere man 
in the other. 2) That el, occurring absolutely in Hebrew 225 times, is 
in every such case used of God only. 38) (after Gesenius) that “ ed is 
specially used in union with adjectives, as an attribute of God.” 4) 
That in one place only ( Ezek. xxxi. 11) ed is used relatively, in its first 
appellative sense, “The mighty of the nations.” I should have added 
that, according to Norzi, “ ‘the oldest editions and most accurate MSS. 
have etl, not el,” (as I observed as to the plural in Ez. xxxii. 21, that 
23 MSS. [and the three oldest editions] have ezlet.) This then would 
be a different form, perhaps from a different root®. All these facts as 
to the idiom Dr. W. ignores, and answers that gibbor, by itself, means 
“mighty,” which no one ever questioned ; and refers to the two passages 
of Ezekiel, where etl, eilei are used relatively, and to another plural 
idiom, benei eelim, (Ps. xxix. 1, lxxxix. 7.) which, being plural, is 
beside the question of the use of the singular, E/, God. 

I will add one word of personal explanation. On two occasions, I 
believe, in my life I have purposely used strong words in regard to 
those of whom I was writing. The one was in the Preface to the first 
edition of this volume. Dr. Stanley has thus noticed it ; 


“hThe Oxford Professor of Hebrew will forgive me for referring to his 
recent works, especially his book on Daniel the Prophet, for expressions, 
which he has used doubtless from a sense that they best answer the 
purposes for which they are employed, the unsparing personal invectives, 
the frequent imputations of dishonorable motives to his opponents, 
the extreme consequences and disastrous conclusions which he draws 
from their arguments, the solemn adjurations by which he invokes 
popular aid against them.” 


© Diod. v. 12. anyon. &p. 399, 400. 

*See De Rossi Varr. Lectt. ad loc. 

Any how, from So. Ewald Ausf. Lehrb. p. 380. ed. 7. 

h Fraser’s Magazine No. 422, p. 266. The article, I understand, is in the main 
a paper read by Dr. Stanley at a meeting of Clergy at St. James’ Rectory. 
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I do not remember ever “imputing” any “ dishonorable motives to 
any opponents” nor “‘ using solemn adjurations in invoking public aid 
against them.” But Dr. Stanley has seen rightly that I used that 
“strong language,” not as matter of feeling, but deliberately, for an 
object which I had in view. I will here, in a preface to the book of 
Daniel, only explain the language of my former Preface. I used it, in 
order (as far as in me lay) to disabuse the English mind. We, English, 
idolize our favorite virtues. As a nation, we excuse much in those 
whom we believe to be open and courageous. The writers of the Essays 
and Reviews had gained that character very cheaply. Those who did 
not examine their language carefully, thought them bold, because they 
spoke against the received belief. They took it for granted, that they 
who so wrote risked something. The event shewed that they risked 
nothing. They gained an adscititious interest to their writings by the 
undeserved reputation for courage. And therefore I pointed out, that 
this apparent courage was but real cowardice, that they insinuated 
disbelief or misbelief, which they dared not openly state. I staked my 
reputation against their’s, having well and carefully weighed their 
words, that either I was a false-accuser, or that they had, without risk 
to themselves, taught unbelief of central Christian truth. Had they not 
gained that spurious reputation, I should, in defending God’s truth, 
have felt or expressed only sorrow for those who had lost it. This is 
my abiding feeling toward them. This is my prayer for them, that 
they may recover the truth which they have lost. It is consistent to 
grieve over the individual and to condemn his act; the love of God 
and man may require both. 

As for “drawing extreme consequences, &c,” this is simply a ques- 
tion of fact, about which those who believe God-given truth, and those, 
to whom all is alike matter of opinion, must needs differ. 

It is not I, alas; they are facts, relating to human souls, which shed 
this mournful light over the effects of that teaching, which, in that it 
would make everything to be matter of opinion, in fact denies any 
revelation at all. For revelation must involve the certainty of that 


1Dr. Stanley doubtless meant that I addressed my preface to the “ Case as to 
the legal force of the judgment of the Privy Council,” “to those who love God and 
His truth ;’ but it was an appeal for an amendment of a Court, not for “aid 
against” any one. In like way, the appeal to the Clergy “for the love of God,” 
to sign a declaration of the truths which had been denied, had for its object the 
solemn reaflirmation of those truths. It also was not directed against any one, 
nor had any other bearing upon the Judicial committee (which is not mentioned 
in it) than that it united the Clergy in affirming the faith, which the Judicial 
Committee had denied. 
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which is revealed. The effects of that teaching, which Dr. Stanley so 
defends, and for which, in contrast with the old faith, he argues such 
certain victory, it requires but eyes to see. I should have thought that 
the absolute and entire loss of faith in all revelation, among many 
of the younger disciples of his school, must have opened his eyes. It 
is again Semler’s scepticism, developed in the unbelief of Bahrdt*. 
May a brighter light and the effluence of God’s Holy Spirit dissipate 
that darkness visible, in which men are so hopelessly blind, because 
they think that they see. 


*See Dr. Wordsworth in Replies to Essays and Reviews pp. 490 sqq. 
8. AnpDREW’s Day 1865. 


P.S. Having noticed Dr. William’s retort, I have almost entailed 
on myself the necessity of noticing that of Dr. Davidson and another 
stricture, which have appeared in- the interval of two years, since the 
above has been in type. Dr. Davidson’s was, in self-defence, necessary 
to him; the other seems to me strangely gratuitous. 

i. I made my statement as to Dr. Davidson as mildly as I could. 
His book * was quoted and praised, as against the authenticity of certain 
parts of the O. 'T.; and I therefore stated so much of the bare facts, as 
should reassure mere English readers, 1) that his work, being only a 
reproduction of rationalist German arguments which he either re-wrote 
or translated, added nothing to the existing stock of arguments against 
the genuineness of books of Holy Scripture, or the truthfulness of the 
miracles or prophecies therein. 2) I impugned his knowledge of 
Hebrew, and pointed out two blunders, which would not have been 
committed by a candidate for our University Hebrew Scholarships, 
being errors as to the elements of Hebrew Grammar. Dr. Davidson 
denies the fact which I stated as to the chief sources of his book, and 
retorts the charge of ignorance. I made, before, no charge of plagia- 
rism against Dr. Davidson. Since he denies the fact, I will say how I 


“See ab. Pref. pp. vii. | I repeated the statement in the Kirenicon p. 13. I 
have not compared Dr. Davidson’s translation of Fiirst’s lexicon with the original ; 
but his rendering of Fiirst’s translation of a well-known Talmudic phrase 5 N18 
mnyu “folgerichtig, treu, ist N. in bezug auf seine meinung,” i.e. “N, (any 
given person) is consistent, true, in regard to his opinion,” by, “a nown is consis- 
ent, true, with relation to its meaning,” implies a strange boldness in translating 
what he did not understand. Overlooking or not knowing, that 5 stands for 
ya, “any given person,” represented by “N.” (as in old Latin and English 
books) he must have supposed N. to stand for “Nennwort,” “ noun,” and then 
rendered “meinung” by “meaning,” making the whole senseless. 
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arrived at it. My guide to it lay, singularly enough, in Dr. Davidson’s 
own book. He nowhere acknowledged his obligations. I learnt, in 
the first instance, the source from which he borrowed, by verifying some 
statements of his, that he did not agree with such or such a German 
critic in some subordinate detail. I employed the clue which I had 
thus lighted upon, in other cases, and I invariably found in the author 
from whom he expressed dissent in the note, the main body of the 
arguments, which stood in the text as if they were his own, and the 
Hebrew words, which serve to give a color of learning to them. 

In regard to Dr. Davidson’s knowledge of Hebrew, the answer which 
he had to make, if he made any, was to shew that I had somehow 
mistaken him. His way of charging ignorance against myself, only 
shews that he is angry; it does not help to rehabilitate his own claim 
to knowledge. 

His criticisms, which he thinks might be easily multiplied, (and such 
criticisms might be multiplied ad libitum) are”; 


1) yon win Ans naw ty Sseat om is said to be a “simple sentence,” 
stating that ‘Daniel continued through the whole residue of the Baby- 
lonian Empire®.” 


This rests on the well-known meaning of ty, “up to,” “usque,” 
“bis zu,” “bis auf” like the Arabic ‘nn. as distinct from bs, which 
does not necessarily signify more than direction “toward.” It signifies 
that the thing spoken of reaches to the term designated by ty. “ Until 
the morning” “until this day” “until the evening” could not be said 
of anything which did not reach to those terms, “‘ morning,” “evening,” 
“the very day.” So then the statement, that ‘“ Daniel was till the first 
year of the king Cyrus,” involves that he was up to that time, i.e. 
“through the whole residue of the Babylonian empire,” which was 
terminated in that year by the conquest of Cyrus. If we were to say 
of one who lived at the Restoration, that “he was till the first year of 


» “Preface written for the English edition of Fiirst’s Hebrew Lexicon.” The 
publishers having courteously excluded the Preface, not thinking a translation of 
a Hebrew Lexicon to be a fit vehicle for such a personal attack, it has been 
circulated separately. 

°T do not understand the first clause which follows, “thus manifesting ignorance 
of two points equally clear to tyros; first, that in whatever way ‘7)) is taken, 
whether by itself was, i.e. ‘existed, lived,’ or, as closely connected with 7y), ‘was 
until, continued to,’ the expression is contrary to Hebrew usage.” For Dr. D. 
himself does not pronounce the text corrupt, and the construction is exactly that 


of Jer. i. 3, except that there the subject is “the word of the Lord,” here, a 
human being. 
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William and Mary,” we should mean that he lived through the Stuart 
Dynasty ; if we said of one high in office under Louis xviii. that “he 
was till the first year of Napoleon iii.,” we should mean that he passed 
through the changes of the Bourbon and Orleans dynasties. Or when 
J ual says 4, “ And it [the word of the Lord] was (7) in the days 
of Jehoiakim King of Judah, until (ay ) the end of the eleventh year 
of Zedekiah, until (ry ) the carrying away of Jerusalem captive in the 
fifth month,” he does not mean to deny that the word of God came to 
him afterward, as we know that it did®. He simply says that he 
prophesied during all that eventful period, without saying anything of 
what lay beyond. 

With regard to what lay beyond that term, the idiom expresses 
nothing whatever; it does not, by the force of the expression, either 
include it or exclude it. One set of interpreters have wished, on 
doctrinal grounds, to include the term beyond; others, on anti-doctrinal 
grounds, to exclude it. It does neither. Gesenius says very fairly, 
“tf When Noldius’,” p. 534, and the Commentators on Ps. ii. 11, main- 
tained that ty includes the time beyond the term, this is so far incorrect, 
as they maintain that this lies in the language and the expression ; but 
in the matter spoken of, in several places (Gen. Dov, ayes) eyed th, I 
8. Comp. ws 1 Tim. ii. 13.) it does plainly lie just as clearly, that the 
time beyond the term is not to be excluded. This is all which any 
sound interpreter needs, and what I have taught, so long as I have 
taught Hebrew, near 40 years. To say then, that I ‘ shew ignorance” 
of “a point clear to tyros” that “if ty here does not exclude the time 
beyond that, up to which it specifies, it does not certainly include it,” is 
a simple calumny. The error began with assailants. Marcellus rested 
his misbelief as to our Lord’s kingdom coming to an end, on the infer- 
ence from the words, Ps. 110, 1.; others denied the perpetual virginity 
of the BI. Virgin, on the ground of the words S. Matt. i. 25; some 
mistakenly met the erroneous assertion that the period beyond was 
excluded, by the equally erroneous assertion that it was included. 
But criticism has long seen that such supports of truth are needless as 
well as groundless. The right principle was laid down so far back as 
St. Gregory of Nazianzum"; “ This mistake thou hast fallen into, from 
not knowing that ¢ws, ‘until,’ is not altogether opposed to the future. 
It lays down what is up to that point; but, what is beyond that point, 


erJereiy oe Tb. xlii. 4. sqq. !See also Thes. p. 992. 

£ Noldius subjoins the right explanation, “yy in such wise marks the term 
interposed, as not to deny or exclude that which follows.” 

5 Orat. 30. n. 4. p. 542. Ben. 
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it does not deny. Or how, not to mention the rest, will you understand 
that, ‘I will be with you to the end of the world?’ as though after 
this He would not be (with us).” 


“ § beginner ought to know that ‘2730 (Hos. viii. 18) is not an intensive 
form from 37°.” 


Yet Kimchi, who was no “beginner,” renders it, *m3nn, “ my gifts” 
which involves its being derived from 37, and, if from 37°, then it can 
only be an intensive form, 12730 for ‘2n27, as Gesenius took it, who 
was also no “beginner.” I had weighed the other renderings, but 
preferred this. 


“That the poetical form mnyiw is not an ‘intensive’ one, meaning 
‘mighty salvation.’ ” 


What is it then, and why was it used? We are beyond the elemen- 
tary stage of criticism, when it was thought explanation enough to call 
a form “ poetic.” Why did the sacred poets use that form? To call 
it simply “ poetic” by way of explanation, is about as philosophic, as 
when the “ Bourgeois Gentilhomme” imparted to his wife his newly 
acquired knowledge, that she was “speaking prose.” For “all which 
is prose is not verse, and all which is not verse is prose.” Gesenius, 
Ewald, Furst notice that these fuller forms, Tnyw, AN Wy, TNs, are 
poetic; but poetry in the O. T. is bound down by no laws of measure, 
which should recommend a more lengthened form. The form itself is 
evidently a reduplication of the fem. termination 4, so that one wonders 
how some critics, in the infancy of the comparison of the dialects, 
could have thought it identical with the “Status emphaticus” of Syriac, 
i.e. the article. Gesenius, having followed at first our Castle, &c. in 
so explaining it, hesitated about it afterward*. Ewald, and Furst, in 
two places’, think as Ido. Ewald says in his positive way, “™I still 
maintain, that the above passages admit of no other view.” But the 
question recurs, why was the reduplication used in these places? It is 


*The objections lie onthe surface. 1) That it is wholly un-Hebraic, the Hebrew 


article being prefixed to the word, 2) that in Jer. xi. 15. MN the Heb. 
Article occurs. 


 Lehrgebaiide 3 127. p. 545. 

TY. 7S and ANID, “with ah appended, 79iD3 which may be looked upon 
as a poetically-doubled feminine-ending, as TDN, AN w, AN Wy mnby, may 
MNT.” Tn other places he calls it an “ unaccented appended a,” which is a fact, 
but explains nothing. Gesenius calls it, in TINY, MNDY “the poet. Demonstr. ;” 
in TST, “the dem.;” else, “he paragogic:” which equally explains nothing. 

™ Ausf, Lehrb. p. 448, note 1, ed. 7. 
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in harmony with its use elsewhere, and with the passages themselves, to 
think it to be intensive. Prof. Lee first, I think, pointed out the 
emphatic use of the | appended to verbs, (which Gesenius still held to 
be “meaningless” ) and I- think Lee was right. Hebrew poetry has 
more energetic forms. No other explanation has been attempted. 


“and that 5959 is not a collective,” 


Opinions differ. Gesenius thought that the 5 was a diminutive, which 
to me seemed peremptorily excluded by the fact, that the Name Carmel 
was given to the well-known great fruitful Promontory. Dietrich, on 
the contrary, says, “in 9n73 the 9 is rather magnifying; comp. the 
idiom, according to which it is used for ‘fruitful land, (gefild) as the 
transformation of wastes and mountains, and the Proper Name of a 
great Promontory.” Ewald agrees with this in substance; “nD 
wineland, i.e. fruitland, from 073, which, smaller, signifies a single 
vineyard.” He regards the / as being probably a softer pronunciation 
of the m which forms abstracts or adjectives. His explanation coincides 
with what I meant when I said “4n75 is probably a collective from 
it [p73 ].” 

The two remaining statements rest, the one on what I did not say, 
the other, on a perversion of what I did say *. 


°“ Blunders of this sort, and they are numerous, extending even to the 
attributing of a signification ‘with power over’ to the preposition Dy 
itself, are only too consistent with the character of the professor whose 
critical knowledge of Hebrew is in an inverse ratio to the tenacity of 
his traditionalism.” 


I translated the words of Job, np’ 7Dy Oy ps), “ The last, He shall 
arise upon the dust;” I observed that nyp with “y signifies “arise 
against,” not “with power over;” but I said that “no doubtful inter- 
pretation of words could alter the essential meaning;” and I gave 
accordingly double renderings, to illustrate this; and as to the words 
nay Oy pip’, I gave two paraphrases, “ in manifestation of the Redeemer 
at the end with power whether 1) on the earth or 2) over his own 
[Job’s] body specially.” It is plain, that the “manifestation with 
power,” in my mind, lay in the word DIP” ; 2) that this was the render- 
ing which I did not myself adopt; and 3) if I had adopted it, I should 
have ascribed the meaning “ with power over” not to 9y alone, but to 


2 On Gesen. Handwirtb. lit. 5 p. 438. ed. 6. 
° Ausf. Lehrb. 163. &. p. 424. ed. 7. 
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the whole phrase y pvp’, after the analogy of by bwn &e., but that I 
did not adopt it, because, though possible, it was not an ascertainable 
use of the idiom 5y nip. 


“Titles and offices do not confer knowledge, else the R. Prof. of Heb. 
would not say, in defiance of facts, that |) does not, of itself signify without.” 


I said “? jp can no more, of itself, mean ‘ without’ than our preposi- 
tion ‘from.’ Where we might render ‘ without,’ the meaning is gained 
from the context.” But, contrariwise, where the context indicates a 
place, there to say that jn signifies “without,” is as unidiomatic and 
unnatural, as if, in English, it were to be ruled, that “I saw from,” 
meant “I saw without.” “The obvious rendering is,” I said, “ ‘from 
out of my flesh,’ as the Versions shew.” 

ii. Dr. Davidson, justly mistrusting the weight of his own name, has 
appealed to Ewald, to back up his allegation against my knowledge of 
Hebrew. JI have ever respected Ewald’s marvelous combination of 
talent, and that philosophical acuteness whereby, as he says, “as a 
youth of 19,” he laid the foundation of the scientific treatment of 


? See below pp. 414, 15. aSee Ges. Thes. p. 1026. 

™Mr. McGill has kindly furnished me with the following statement about 
Kuenen’s Dutch contribution to the attacks on Daniel in his “ Historischkritisch 
Onderzoek naar het Ontstaan en de Versamelung van de Boeken des Ouden 
Verbonds.” “ His arguments, especially in regard to history and interpretation, 
are for the most part the same as those you haye already refuted. In regard to 
the language they are somewhat peculiar. He says, ‘along with )nn (Ezr.) we 
find 311977 also in Daniel? This is a misstatement. The article in Gesenius’ 
Thesaurus is incorrect. The former is altogether peculiar to Ezra, and the latter 
alone is found in Daniel. He adds, ‘ But our knowledge of the development of the 
Jewish-Aramean language is not accurate enough to enable us to decide as to 
the priority of either form. Yet every Scholar, who has any acquaintance with 
Chaldee literature, knows that the pronominal forms were shortened by time; that 

was gradually dropped at a later period even from the suffixes pry and nd, 
which in the Babyl. Talm. are regularly} and }>°. And this is only one of 
many examples. §o also in the second person with participles and pronouns in 
the combined forms, and even in the preterite, the Targumic *1n is only 37 in the 
Talmud. The only new argument is derived from the orthography of Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s name. ‘It is also worthy of notice that the well-known king of the 
Chaldeans in Daniel, even in the pretended edict. Chap. iii. 31-iv. 34, is throughout 
called Nebuchad-Nezzar : but it is perfectly certain that the original form is Nebu- 
chad-Rezzar, as in the writings of Jeremiah, and also in the Persian inscriptions 
of Darius Hystaspis (Spiegel, die Altpers. Keilinschr. S. 10. sqq.) How then can 
the younger form occur in anything written by Daniel, the contemporary and 
Minister of the king? Is not this even in itself a decisive proof of the later origin of 
the Book?’ A similar argument appears in his introduction to J eremiah, where 
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Hebrew Grammar, which he has since continued. But then too, natu- 
rally, eagerness in the defence of a master whom he admired, Eichhorn, 
led him to take pleasure in contradicting Gesenius, while the veteran 
Gesenius treated with consideration and respect his able, eager, and 
youthful critic. But Ewald has, I have understood, had less influence 


he pronounces against the genuineness of Jer. xxvii-xxix, among other reasons, on 
the ground that the form Nebuchadnezzar occurs 8 times in them, Jer. xxvii. 6, 
8, 20, xxviii. 3, 11, 14, xxix. 1-3, and Nebuchadrezzar once only, xxix. 21, whereas 
the form Nebuchadn. occurs twice only beside in Jeremiah, xxxiv. 1, xxxix. 5, 
and Nebuchadr. 25 times, viz. xxi. 2, 7, xxii. 25, xxiv. 1, xxv. 1, 9, xxxii. 1, 28, 
Rye sam, ol xxix, bl oiia 10, xliy. 30) xlvi. 2, 13,26) xix, 80) 1, 
17, li. 34, lii. 4, 12, 28, 29, 30. I too have no doubt that—Rezzar is indeed the 
original form, and that R was softened into N (a liquid like itself) that it might 
harmonize better with the dental D. But such a convenient softening (to which 
there are many analogies), must have occurred in the life-time of the king when 
his name was in eyery one’s mouth; not at a much later period when, under a 
totally different dynasty, the only cause which could produce the change was no 
longer in operation. The Jewish fabricator of a ‘pretended’ edict would have 
been careful to use the original and rugged form, which had not only been pre- 
served in the writings of heathens, but even had been so frequently used in Jeremiah 
that we cannot suppose him ignorant of it.’ Jeremiah himself has yet a third 
variation, Nebuchadrezzor (4)¥-), which is borne out (as not being a mere varia- 
tion of MSS) by the Chethibh in Ezr. ii. 1. Nebuchadnezzor; which is, itself, a 
fourth variation. Ezra has the form with n five times, i. 7, ii. 1, v. 12, 14, vi. 5. 
the last in a decree of Cyrus. Daniel and Ezra also agree in using a contracted 
form, omitting the unpronounced &, which looks the more as if they wrote the 
name as it was pronounced, not according to its etymology. The form with n 
occurs also six times in the second book of Kings (xxiv. 1, 10, 11, xxv. 1, 8, 22.) 
which no one holds to have been compiled, later than the latter part of the 
captivity , accordingly, by a contemporary of Daniel. On the other hand five of 
the instances of the form with r in Jeremiah occurs in e. lii., which some of these 
critics would have to be taken from the book of Kings. It is manifest then, that 
the use of the form Nebuchadnezzar, which occurs in a contemporary of Daniel, 
cannot be a proof that the book was not written by the prophet. The variation 
shews also that there cannot have been any such marked line between the two 
pronunciations, as this argument would suppose. The variations in orthography 
of proper names in our own language, at one and the same time, might shew us 
the worthlessness of such speculations. I am not satisfied with any etymology 
which has been attempted for the kuduri in the name Nabu-kuduri-uzur ; the last 
member is certainly “preserve.” Mr. McGill consequently suggests that the form 
with n might have come in more readily, as being the first radical of 1¥1; that 
the termination with o and a, zor, zar, are variations, according as the word was 
affected orno by the 4; and that the original form was probably 1¥3 77D 13), the 
middle word reappearing in the name spy571D. This is the more probable, 
since the } is retained in the Imp. 4%) in the four places in which it occurs, as 
well as in the form with 7 parag. and with the Suffix, Ps. exli. 3. Proy. iv. 13. 
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than he otherwise would have had, even with his own countrymen, on 
account of the dictatorial tone which he assumes toward all who differ 
from him. He has, I am told, tolerated no contradiction, and when 
asked, how he came to make some assertion so positively, said that he 
~ knew it “ by the Holy Ghost,” whatever he meant under that name. I 
have manifoldly contradicted him, and have, of course, fallen under 
his displeasure. 

The occasion of the censures, which Dr. Davidson has elicited and 
translated, has no interest purely Theological. But it has a deep 
human interest. For if Ecclesiastes is Solomon’s, as used to be univer- 
sally believed, it is evident that that man of early promise and piety 
and that wonderful wisdom, still proverbial through the East, after he 
had tasted all the pleasures of this world, its glory and its wisdom, and 
had, through them, fallen from God, Whom in youth he had so rever- 
enced, repented and died in the grace of God. The old belief that 
Ecclesiastes was Solomon’s, is a comfort, as a token of the mercy of 
God toward him. 

As to the critical question itself, it is a curious instance of the preju- 
dices of that former wild stage of German Hebrew criticism, that a 
later criticism has laid aside almost every ground, upon which the ear- 
lier rested. I have pointed out* that Herzfeld, although imagining, 
(chiefly on an anti-doctrinal prejudice as to the belief in a future state 
contained therein) that Hcclesiastes was written after the captivity, 
swept away most of the rubbish, theretofore alleged against it. 

The ground being thus narrowed, the evidence that Lam incompetent 
to judge of Heclesiastes, and so of Daniel too, is limited to five words, 
which I hold it to be nothing surprising that Solomon should have 
known and used. The whole question is not philological, but historical. 
We know the wide intercourse, which Solomon had in all directions, 
the Malabar, Sanskrit, Tamul names of foreign animals, ivory, costly 
wood, imported by Solomon ; and the long-questioned name of Ophir, 
whence his gold came to him, has been identified by more. accurate 
knowledge of Indian Geography: We know also that Solomon reigned 
over the Aramzan tribes this side of the Euphrates: that he possessed, 
at least, one chief passage of the Euphrates, Thapsacus, and we find a 
title of tributary governors (Pechah) which can only be explained by 
aid of Sanskrit and Zend; we know also, alas! of the strange wives 
who turned away his heart, Moabitesses, Ammonitesses, Edomitesses, 
Zidonians and Hittites, (of whom those of Moab and Ammon came 
from the border-land between Hebrew and Aramaic; the Hittites 


§See below p. 292. 
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probably spoke Aramaic). We know also of his converse with the 
Queen of Sheba, which implies the knowledge of the then Arabic or 
Ethiopic. For certainly, amid all the wisdom of Solomon, it is more 
probable that he was acquainted with Arabic than she with Hebrew; 
and the idea that there was an interpreter between them, would imply 
even a more advanced stage of political intercourse. Many Germans, 
amid their acknowledged learning, research, power of combination, are 
but bad appreciators of the weight of evidence, of which our English 
education and our practical English character prepares us to judge. 
To me, it seems a surpassing instance of inability to appreciate evi- 
dence, that it could even be imagined, that the existence of one word 
of Zend original, of three common Aramaic words, and of one purely 
Hebrew compound, could be evidence that a book was not written by 
one, possessing the varied and special human knowledge of Solomon. 
German was much Gallicised in the reign of Frederic the Great 
through the Court. What marvel that Solomon’s Hebrew should have 
been, in a’slight degree, influenced by his political or domestic circum- 
stances ? 

In regard even to those words I drew attention to the fact that the 
word of Zend origin, nnd, was widely spread, in that it was found in 
Pehleyi and Syriac, and (on Max Miiller’s authority) in Armenian. 
The inference was, that since it had found its way into other languages, 
and, in the case of Syriac, into a Semitic dialect, there was no such 
antecedent improbability, that it should have penetrated to the cis- 
Euphrates in Solomon’s time. Ewald answers, that no one “ can take 
the Pehlevi for a language reaching to Solomon’s time,” and “ that 
the Syriac with which we are acquainted is young.” True, that we 
have no knowledge of any language, out of the Bible, of the date of 
Solomon. But Ewald has overlooked the fact, that the “onus pro- 
bandi ” lies upon himself. He lays down, that Solomon could not have 
known the word “ pithgam.” Task, “why not?” Exotic words were 
known in Jerusalem at his date, through his commerce; the title 
pechah was then known; if, as Max Muller shews not to be improb- 
able, the original meaning of “ pithgam” was “message,” then “word,” 
(as we say “sent word,”) there is a ground for its penetrating, as it 
did, into other languages. Ewald says that no evidence reaches up to 
the time of Solomon. True; but the argument tells the other way, that 
we should be modest in laying down a priori, what could not have been . 
the condition of language in his time, of which we have no evidence 
except from the books of Holy Scripture themselves. 

In like way 733 and 135 are Syriac forms and recur in Syriac. They 
do not occur in any remains which we have of Eastern Aramaic, or 
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what is called Chaldee. The third word, 15x, pointed as the Masorites 
have pointed it, 8, would be compounded of two incompatible condi- 
tional conjunctions; 08, implying that the thing spoken of, was; 1, 
that it was not. On this ground, I thought and think it almost certain 
that the punctuation is wrong, and that it is the Syriac word 15x. 33 
moreover and 735 seem to have been brought into the language by the 
author of Ecclesiastes himself, as also the word yn “ ditch” and Suva 
“ceased.” ; for they exist in no other Hebrew. I also pointed out that 
he uses no one word “ purely Chaldee” (i. e. East Aramaic). Now so 
far from this being evidence of a later origin, it rather fits in with the 
circumstances of Solomon. Solomon, both from his empire and his 
domestic life, had occasion to be familiar with West-Aramaic; and, in 
fact, there are words, and. one form of West-Aramaic, but not one 
form or word peculiar to East-Aramaic, with which we have no 
account of his intercourse. But the Hebrews in the Captivity were 
in continual intercourse with East-Aramaic, and had’ none with 
the West. In the Captivity then we should have expected exactly the 
reverse, that there should have been words peculiar to East-Aramaic, 
and none peculiar to the West. The Aramaic words then of Ecclesi- 
astes (as far as they go) suit the time of Solomon, not that of the Cap- 
tivity. The only other evidence alleged by Ewald is the Hebrew com- 
pound-conjunction }33; and, as Ewald disdains any other argument 
than his personal authority, I must still say, that I am at a loss to ima- 
gine why, since we have, throughout Hebrew, the conjunctions 13-77% 
129; 13-27, a similar compound, }23, “it being thus,” should be any 
evidence of any date whatever. And for the word, on the ground of 
my explanation of which Ewald pronounces so peremptorily upon my 
knowledge of Hebrew, I can only suppose that he did not understand 
my English. He says, 


“But when he [I] tells us that sDN is identical with 1N “behold,” 
(which is once interchanged in Daniel ii. 81 with 198 [it occurs 4 times in 
Daniel, ii. 31, iv. 7, 10, vii. 18.] according to a recognized transference of 
language,) he betrays so complete, and I must say so gross ignorance of 
all and every kind of philology, as well as of historical knowledge, that 


one is ready to suppose he could never haye been appointed Regius Pro- 
fessor of Hebrew at Oxford.” 


Of course 35x, so pointed, could not be identical with ox. To main- 
tain this, would have been not ignorance only, but absurdity. The con- 
sonants of the two words are identical; the punctuation has been a 
puzzle to others. I thought and think that %>s is pointed wrongly. 
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People depart very freely from Hebrew punctuation; I do so, slowly ; 
believing it to be a valuable tradition. Gesenius too held that the 
Hebrew 158 was the same as 308 in Syriac, 1x in Samaritan; but then 
since no one thinks that either in Syriac or Samaritan it is compounded, 
why are we to be so certain that in Hebrew it should be this strange 
compound and not a simple form? We have in the Hebrew of the 
Bible 15x, Targe. 1s ; in the Targg. we have also *)x, “ unless.” Why 
these words should not be the Syriac words 15x, “93s, with which they 
coincide in orthography, Iam at a loss to guess. Gesenius and Bux- 
torf too held it supposable, that the x was an adscititious letter, in which 
case it would have been pointed as I proposed, 198. They too did not 
think it necessarily a compound. Further, Gesenius thinks it more 
probable that the Ch. 15s (Dan. ii. 31.) should have been softened from 
yx (Dan. vii. 5, 6.), than that 17% should have been hardened from bx; 
and this,on the common principle that the ) is more commonly softened 
into 5, than conversely. The special objection founded on the word 15x 
was, that it wasa “later compound.” In Eccl. vi. 6, Esth. vu. 4, it signi- 
fies simply “if,” as it does in Aramaic and Samaritan. I supposed 
then, and suppose it to be the same word. There is no ground against 
this, except the punctuation, which any one abandons as soon as it suits 
him’. 

iii. Mr. Perowne’s criticisms" seemed to me the more gratuitous, 
because they have no bearing upon the subject of the Book of Daniel. 

Mr. Perowne goes along in great measure with my arguments. He 
admits the nullity of the objection drawn from the names of Greek 
musical instruments; and agrees that the Aryan words correspond with 
the date of Daniel, not of the Pseudo-Daniel. He admits that it has 
been made out by Mr. McGill, (whose careful investigation I analyzed) 
that the Chaldee of Daniel and Ezra mutually correspond, and are 
different from that of the Targums; only, on the authority of Mr. 
Deutsch, he supposes that the Targum of Onkelos was not begun to be 
written till about A.p. 200, and so 657 years after Ezra’s latest Chal- 
dee, and 368 years after Antiochus Epiphanes B. c. 168 ;—a supposition 
which would weaken the argument from the difference between the 
Chaldee of Daniel and that of the Targums, but not that from the 
general agreement of the Chaldee of Daniel and Ezra’. Mr. Perowne 
further says, “ The use of the Aryan words chiefly turns the scale on 


¢ On 15x, see further Note D under Dan. ii. 31. 


“Contemporary Review Vol i. No. 1. 
* Mr. McGill has kindly put together for me the results of his reading, which 


supports the old tradition of the antiquity of the Targums. See at the end. 
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the side of the earlier date ;” and “ we can admit the force of his [my] 
arguments, so far as to think that he has shewn far more convincingly 
than any one, who has yet made the attempt, that the book of Daniel 
is not a late production of the Maccabzan age, but belongs rightfully 
to the age to which it was for centuries commonly [wniversally, except 
by Porphyry] assigned.” 

This being so, since Mr. Perowne agrees with me as to the result, and 
since his criticisms do not relate to the book of Daniel, I would gladly 
have passed them by, but that one of them has negatively a theological 
bearing on the interpretation of the history of the Creation. In one 
respect, I doubt not, that various modern critics will censure my inter- 
pretations, and, as I think their interpretations, dry, superficial, empty, 
so they will think mine “forced and unnatural.” The difference is this, 
that I think it to be the character of Holy Scripture (as it is, in a 
measure, of all deep sayings, even though human), that it contains 
much more than, at first sight, appears; that it requires to be searched 
into, i. e. below the surface; that it yields mines of treasure, when so 
searched, which those who are content to remain on the surface, do not 
see. Both the Old and New Testaments have a word for this sort of 
“search ”,” this digging for the treasure hid in the field of Holy Scrip- 
ture, which they, who expect to find none, and do not search, generally 
call by some bad name, “ fanciful,’ “forced,” “unnatural,” “far- 
fetched,” and the like, because they have never taken the trouble to go 

o “far,” to “fetch” them. What they call “ grubbing” (grtibeln) 
seems to me only a bad name for what Holy Scripture recommends, 
viz. not, to import meanings into Holy Scripture, (as critics of all sorts 
do, and not least those who count themselves rational critics par émi- 
nence) but to “search out” the fullest meaning of the literal force of 
its words, the words of God the Holy Ghost. 

a) Mr. Perowne gives as an instance of my “want of accuracy, the 
same disposition to ‘strain’ the meaning of texts,” my rendering of Ps. 
xlviii. 14, “ This God is our God for ever and ever; He Himself will 
be our guide over death.” I, on the contrary, contend that it is the 
only true and adequate meaning. 

Mr. P. sets out with acknowledging “the peculiar difficulty attach- 
ing to the last words, as familiar to all students of Hebrew.” He pro- 
nounces the choice to lie between “guide unto death,” and Hengsten- 
berg’s “at dying, i.e. when it comes to dying,” by which Hengstenberg 
means, not death at all, but only danger of death. 

I had observed, “It is not up to (3p), but over (Oy).” I ssid this in 


Ww, épevvav, 
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reference to Kimchi’s statement that the phrase was the same as wy 
1209, which it is not. 73 would have had a good and definite meaning, 
“up to;” ie. that “up to death God would guide us,” that He would 
not forsake us up to the very last, till death made all sure. 5y has not 
this force. It may be used accidentally of a term, as we might say of 
a flight of locusts that they took their flight from the Arabian desert 
and came down upon the outskirts of Egypt; but by does not mean 
“up to” “on to” by the force of the term, any more than our cor- 
responding, “upon.” It was this confusion of Hebrew meanings, as if 
a Hebrew particle or preposition meant, by its own force, whatever in 
another language might idiomatically be substituted for it, which made 
Noldius so misleading a book, from the effects of which Hebrew inter- 
pretation is not yet wholly emancipated. The original force of by 
gleams through in many places, where, in idiomatic English, we should 
rather say “unto.” Thus the Psalmist says,“ From the end of the 
heavens is his [the sun’s] going forth, and his circuit is on (4y) the end 
thereof.” It pictures the sun “sinking down,” as we say, on, the West. 
So lightning (Job. xxxvii. 2) and rain are spoken of, as sent, directed, 
upon the earth. So in the Psalm, a few verses before, “As is Thy 
Name, O God, so is Thy praise yx y¥p by.” We may render it, by a 
“quid pro quo,” “unto the ends of the earth ;” but the special force of 
by is still perceptible, viz. that the praise of God is spread over the 
whole earth, as Isaiah prophesied that “the knowledge of the Lord 
should fill the earth, as the waters cover the sea.” 

But Kimchi rightly saw, that, though “ guidance up to death” would 
give a good meaning, to “ guide wrto death” would not ; for it would be 
the act not of a Guardian but of a destroyer *. 

Hengstenberg’s rendering seems to me on this ground unidiomatic, 
because! 393 is so often used of God’s guidance of His people, and, when 


followed by a name of a place, expresses, where or whither God guides ; 
“ And He led them like a flock in the wilderness ” (119193), Ps. Ixxviii. 
52; “ whither the Lord shall lead thee,” nw » 7247 Ww (De. xxviii. 
387 and iv. 27.). The natural construction, then, here too, is to connect 
mo >y with 12992, not to take nyo 5y as an unconnected contemporary 
circumstance, “by death,” i. e. in peril of death; where death is not, 
but where, but for God’s guidance, there would be peril of death %. But 


* Hitzig detaches min Sy, which he makes one word, nyo>y “ merkzeichen,” 
saying, “On the ground of the rhythm, nothing further is expected after 11372" 
(comp. Is. xxxiii. 22), least of all (a guidance) to death, n\ ON Pr, xii. 28.” 
Psalmen p. 267. 


¥ This is what Hengstenberg’s explanation comes to. 
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if the words be taken together, they cannot have the meaning “ by,” as 
in the kindred word and construction, by $m) (Is. xlix. 10. Ps. xxiii. 
2.) ; for, there, the image is of “leading by, along,” what is refreshing ; 
“by springs of water shall He guide them,” “ He leadeth me pede 
waters of rest ;” here, contrariwise, it is death. 

There remains then, what I believe to be the natural construction, 
against which nothing is alleged, except that it seems to some to con- 
tain too much’, what the Syriac has expressed, “He shall guide over 
death.*.” Those who set this aside have shewn their conviction of the 
inadmissibility of any other rendering, by altering the text, yet there- 
with inventing a form, not occurring elsewhere, to express a meaning 
found everywhere. 

Mr. Perowne pronounces that the choice lies between the two, “guide 
unto death ” or “ guide at death, ” both of which I hold to be inadmis- 
sible. He says that my criticism is “utterly worthless;” for that 9y 
never means “beyond.” Of course, it does not. Nor does our word, 
“over,” which corresponds to it. If we say, “ he went over the sea,” 
“he went over the bridge,” we mean that he completed the transit over 
the sea, or the bridge. It is ampled of course, that, having thus passed 
over the obstacle, the river or the sea, he did something on the other 
side, whether he abode there or went further. Else he would not have 
crossed them at all. But just as sty, “up to,” in several places, expresses 
the continuance “up to” a certain point, without implying that what 
had continued up to that point, ceased when it had reached it, so by 
may signify ‘ over” without excluding what lay beyond. In German, 
you may say, “er gieng uber das meer,” although they have an idiom 
to express that he went “beyond” “ iiber das meer hin >.” 

This meaning is favored further by the context and by the idiom 
itself. The parallel clause says, “ This God is our God for ever and 
ever.” It expresses the consciousness of the soul’s eternal relation to 
God, for (as our Blessed Lord argued to the Sadducees) “ God is not 
the God of the dead, but of the living.” yen then if we rendered, 


*“The rendering ‘over death’ (‘iiber den Tod hinaus’) seems very full of 
feeling, but is suspicious, as being altogether unprepared for.” Ewald Psalmen p- 
72. “The rendering ‘over death’ (Mendelss. Stier &) i.e. ‘over death and 
beyond, (Syr.) unquestionably suits better, [than ‘to’ or, ‘by death ’] but over- 
weights the expression, which then too is improbably singular.’ Delitzsch 
Psalmen i. 376. 


® It uses the preposition 12 by. 


» Ewald, so far from asserting the contrary, alludes to the paraphrase “ tiber 
den Tod hinaus,” as a possible meaning. 
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“He shall be our guide unto [i.e. up to] death: ” or, with Hengsten- 
berg, “ He guides us at, in, dying,” the general meaning would be the 
same. For He Who is our guide “unto ” or “in death,” He Who had 
guided us with a shepherd’s care till then, would not then forsake us ; 
—He, Who (the Psalmist had just said) “is our God for ever and 
ever.” But further, 37) is used of “driving” a flock metaphorically, 
of God’s leading His people like a flock (Is. xlix. 10, Ixiii. 14.), and 
that, with the mention of the place, where or whither He should lead 
them now (Deut. iv. 27, xxviii. 37.). It is then, I think, most natural 
to render my oy of the place of God’s guidance. No one would doubt, 
if it were 12707 4y, that it signified “ over the wilderness.” Since 5s 
might, naturally, have the contrary meaning of a guidance to destruc- 
tion, I suppose the Psalmist used by to shew, that it was a guidance not 
“unto” but “over ” that “last enemy.” . 

In regard to the correction of the text, “for ever*,”’ the idea of 
“guiding for ever” is foreign and contradictory to Holy Scripture. 
“God is our God for ever and ever ;” but guidance belongs only to the 
trials, difficulties, dangers of this life, not to the fruition of eternal bliss. 

6) On Psalm Ixxiii. 20, I know not whether Mr. Perowne mistakes 
my English or my Hebrew. He says; 


“Tn order to introduce this doctrine, [the punishment of the wicked] 
Dr. P. mistranslates one of the verses, 

‘ As a dream, when one awaketh, O Lord, 

In the awakening Thou shalt despise their image.’ ”’ 

There is no pretence for such a rendering. The verb is a causative 
conjugation [Hifil], it is true, but so is the verb in the previous clause. 
It would be just as reasonable to translate the first clause, “Asa dream, 
after the awakening,” i. e. the causing others to awake. The conjugation 
is, of course, here used intransitively, &c., &c. 


I never doubted of all this. Mr. Perowne translates so far, as I did 
myself. I justified, in a note, the rendering, “in the awakening,” as a ° 
Hifil, (as Mr. Perowne also takes it) having in my mind the other ren- 
dering, as a noun, “out of the city,” which our Prayer-book version 


¢ A great many MSS join the two words as though they were one, miny; but De 
Rossi notes that one pointed MS only has other than the Masorethic points. The 
Chaldee paraphrases as if it were, mindy, “youth,” as though “shall lead us 
youth,” meant, “as in the days of our youth;” others, “shall guide us in the 
full vigor of our youta.” AE. would render, with the same pointing, “eternally ;” 
others would make it a feminine plural for the common word Dy; others 
would detach it, and make it a musical mark. All evince the difficulty, which 


they evade, but do not solve. 
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has. But I said nothing about the transitiveness or intransitiveness of 
the word; I used the word “awakening ” as a neuter, as Stillingfleet 
does *, on the self-same subject, “ the awakening ” after death. I think 
this rendering more natural, than to supply, with the Bible version, 
“When Thou awakest,” or, with Mr. P., to take it reflectively, “ when 
thou stirrest up thyself;” a meaning, which, moreover, yn never has. 
The other question is grave, on account of its bearing on the relation 
of geology to Theology, and the mischievousness of weak explanations, 
which (as I have myself pointed out) admit a difficulty by attempting 
to explain it, and, failing to explain it, leave matters worse than before. 
If we have nothing but weak explanations to give, the only honest way 
is to bide our time, and to own, “I do not know.” The believer is cer- 
tain that God’s word and His works harmonize; if he knows not how 
to harmonize them, he can afford to wait the development, or to remain 
ignorant. One thing alone he must not do. He must not allow him- 
self to be biased to take up with, or to advocate, forced or artificial or 
ignorant explanations, without the requisite knowledge of the subject. 
I did not myself offer any one hypothesis as the solution of the prob- 
lem. I confined myself to the statement, that any length of time, 
which might seem eventually to be required by the facts of geology, 
need not trouble the believer, even on this ground, that Holy Scripture 
said nothing whatever about time. Where then nothing was said on 
the one side, there could obviously be no contradiction on the other. I 
did not say that “ this mode of speech implies a vast gap—ages, it may 
be, of duration—between the first verse and the second.” I only said, 
that since the two verses stand in no connection with each other, it 
admits of them. It was not my business to enter upon the claims of 
geology. I was only an interpreter of the sacred record, and, in view 
of that record, I said, “The claims of geology do not even touch upon 


Theology.” 
What I said is equivalent to what I see that Delitzsch said (whose 
Hebrew scholarship Mr. Perowne will not question). “The writer, 


taking his position this side of the mws3, or as we may also say, in 
the midst of the rrwsy3, continues y. 2 392) 3h AAD yixm. The Pre- 
terite, with the subject so prefixed, is the usual way of introducing a 
subsequent history and so of beginning it. Gen. iii. 1, iv. 1, xviii. 
17-20, Jud. xi. 1, vi. 38. Ges. § 129, 1. The nnn is more than the 
expression of the Copula, erat ; the earth, as it came directly into being 
through God’s creative power or (we do not here yet decide hereon) as 


4See Richardson’s Dict. vy. Awake. ° Mr. Perowne p. 118. 
‘See ab. Pref. p. xi ® Comm, tib. d. Denes. p. 92. Ed. 3. 


MR. J. J. S, PEROWNE’S CRITICISMS. ~ lvii 


God’s six-days’ creative operation found it already existing, qualis 
exstitit, was a YD) IN.” 

Delitzsch himself subsequently adopts this second supposition ; and 
owns that “there is much for, and nothing against, the supposition, that 
the ‘ Thohu ya‘ Bohu’ is the ‘rudis indigestaque moles,’ into which God 
_ brought this earth, which He had first created good, after the fall of 
Satan, to whom it had been assigned as an habitation *.” 

On this I had expressed no opinion. Certainly, the existence not of death 
only, but of savageness of mutual destruction, in the prehuman periods, 
implies the existence of evil, such as we know to have existed in the 
fall of the rebel angels; and the catastrophes, of which geology gives 
evidence, attest a destruction by the Creator, in which the lower crea- 
tion, by some rule of His, to us incomprehensible in it’s real principle 
and range, suffers together with the intelligent beings which rebel 
against Him. 

But I was concerned only with one specific objection as to time ; and 
Delitzsch states, as I did, that, had the writer intended to connect ver. 
2. with ver. 1, the form 4m must have stood, not nn. Delitzsch 
had, in earlier editions, argued against the opinion, which he subse- 
quently embraced. 

“i That if v. 1 expressed the fact of the original creation, and v. 2 
that which the earth became, after it had, before, been something else, 
you would have expected that the fact of the decay would have been 
expressed by ‘7), whereas the condition of decay is expressed at once, 
by nom.” “Certainly ;” he says, “I answer, the writer must have 
written "nm, had he wished to exhibit to the reader the connection of 
the Chaos with a fact as to the world of spirits. But it is very ques- 
tionable, whether this connection lay in his mind. He relates simply 
the actual condition at the beginning of this present world.” Plainly 
the use of the word 7m could not have connected V. 2 with a fact, 
which is not mentioned; but it would have connected it with the orig- 
inal creation. As it is, verse 2 stands altogether unconnected with it. 

There are cases, in which words, arranged as they are here, (the sub- 
ject being placed before the verb mn and joined with the preceding by 
“ And”) form a parenthesis. But then the context makes it clear, that 
it is such’, Rashi’s attempt to make the second verse a parenthesis, 


Tb. p. 103. Tb. p. 101. 

5 As Ex. xxxvi. 7, “And the stuff was enough for them,” oo ANN MDOT; 
Jud. viii. 11, “And he smote the camp, and the camp was secure,” MMM 
nv. mn, “and Zebah and Zalmunnah fled.” Jonah iii. 3, “And Jonah arose and 
went to Nineyeh according to the word of the Lord. And Nineveh was an 
exceeding great city,” omoxd> nba »y amn man, “And Jonah began to 
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though followed by Ewald, condemns itself by the involved construction, 
which it substitutes for the simple narrative*. But then the only other 
alternative is, (as I said'), that nnn, being past, relates to a past time, 
and that past time unconnected with the time in the previous verse™. 
For had Moses intended to connect it, he would have used the common 
form ‘71m. No one can doubt, that the words, “ And darkness on the 
face of the deep,” express a contemporary condition with that of the 
earth being tohoo vabohoo; no one can doubt, that the words, “ And the 
Spirit of God brooding on the face of the waters,” express continuous 
action, co-existing with that state of things. No one doubts, of course, 
that the words, ‘‘ And God said,” denote an action of God which fol- 
lowed thereon. Since these denote time, contemporary and subsequent, 
as little doubt can there be, that the word nnn expresses time, upon 
which that contemporary condition and action depend, and by which 
they are determined. Relative time is the very force of the participle; 
but then it must be contemporary with time expressed before; which 
time is here expressed by the word, nnn. Had not Moses’ object been 


enter the city” &. And so in other cases, where 77 is manifestly not the mere 
copula, as Gen, xxxi. 5, “I see your father’s countenance, that it is not toward 
me as befure, and the God of my father has been with me,” “hy MT aN NON), 
“and ye know &c.” where the time of God’s being with him is prior to that 
expressed by “I see.” Jud. vii. 1, “and he encamped by Endor, and the camp of 
Midian was on the North side of him &c.” })5¥1 Yo Wn pu Ann), “and the 
Lord said to Gideon &c.” The Midianite camp was there previously. 


«*“Tn the beginning of God’s creating the heaven and the earth, (and the earth 
was tohoo vabohoo, and the darkness on the face of the deep, and the Spirit of 
God brooding on the face of the water,) then (lit.‘ And’) God said &.” So 
inyolved a sentence is not to be found in Hebrew. Much less would the sacred 
writer go out of his way to make it unintelligible. There is no real doubt, (as 
versions, old and new, shew,) that the natural rendering is the simple one, which 
has recommended itself to almost all, except Rashi, Aben Ezra and Ewald. But 
to Ewald, what he wills is self-evident. 

See ab. p. xiii. 


™m Mr. Perowne has mixed up with this case an entirely different idiom, in which 
two persons having been previously spoken of, something is predicated of each 
separately (Gen. iy. 2, xxix. 17.) Mr. P. says, “Turn a single leaf of the Bible 
and you will find a sentence of this kind.” But the two instances which he produces, 
stand alone in the Hebrew Bible, as may be seen by one who examines in F'iirst’s 
Concordance the heads, 7), 7M), YN). This is quite different from the case 
in Gen. i. 2, where the narrative is continued in regard to the one only. 1 Sam. 
ii. 11, is not an additional instance, since there 1° with the partic. Nw 
expresses the abiding ministering of Samuel. In Gen. xxv. 27, (as has been 
noticed to me), the form is parallel; but the word 77 is not inserted in the 
second clause. 
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to express past time, the natural construction would have been to omit 
nnn, just as the verb is omitted in the words which follow, 39 Sy qwm 
op. The continuity of the narrative implies that nnn denotes time, 
and if so, then every one admits, time subsequent to, but unconnected 
with, the words, “ In the beginning God created.” They express sim- 
ply a past condition of the earth at the beginning of the six days’ crea- 
tion ; they express nothing as to the relation of that condition with the 
creation of heaven and earth “in the beginning.” ‘They are simply 
the beginning of a new relation. 

And this is, for the most part, the object of this collocation®. This 
collocation is the more remarkable in the word mn which there is no 
occasion to employ as the mere copula, and which very seldom even 
seems to be so employed. But every one also knows that not in the 
case of the substantive verb only, but in other verbs, the idiom, chiefly 
adopted in narrative to detach what follows from what precedes, is that 
which is here employed, viz. the placing of the subject first, and then 
the past verb. 

To turn once more to charges, to which Mr. Perowne has lent his 
name°. I have never called a man an unbeliever, because he “ did not 


2 Thus Gen. iii. 1, WM wma), “And the serpent was &c.” which introduces 
what follows, but is unconnected with the preceding; Gen. xxxyi. 12, “ And 
Timnah was concubine to Eliphaz,” 1-985 waa mann yinm; Jud. xi. 1, “And 
Jephthah the Gileadite was a mighty man,” Sn 2277 syoan mn ; 1 Sam 
iii. 1, “And the word of the Lord was precious in those days,” a me Shape 
2 Kings iii. 4, “ And Mesha, king of, Moab, was a sheepmaster,” 3811 yn pwr 
ps mn; 2 Kings v. 1, “And Naaman was a great man,” 532 wr MAF pI; 
And so also in cases, where 1°77 is manifestly more than the mere copula; 2 Kings 
vii. 8, “ And four men lepers were there,” Dy¥n VN DWIS TWAIN); Nu. xxxii. 
1, “And many cattle were there to the children of Reuben,” [i. e. they had many 
c.| j289 0 fT Mp; Jud. xx. 38, “and the appointed sign was to the 
men of Israel with the liers in wait,” 2987 Dy Seow word oon yinm, where 
the relater goes back to a previous arrangement, upon which the subsequent 
history turns; Gen. xli. 56, “And the famine was on the whole face of the earth,” 
ys 15 55 by mn aynm, repeating a fact, antecedent to the command of 
Pharaoh; Ezek. xxxiii. 21, “There came to me the escaped from Jerusalem, 
saying, the city is taken, And the hand of the Lord was to me in the evening 
before the escaped came,” os AY 3, relating a previous event. In like 
way Jer. xxxix, 14, 15, “And they sent and took Jeremiah from the court of the 
prison &c. And to Jeremiah there came the word of the Lord, * 335 7n yy, 
while he was yet in the court of the prison;” 1 Kings xiy. 30; “and war was 
between Rehoboam and Jeroboam all their days,” .1° Pa. panna mondn) 
pnn 55, and Ib. xv. 6, 7. 16. 32. 2 Chr. xiii. 2. 

°“ We do lament that one, who could once speak in terms of so much candor 
and moderation, not only of that distinguished man [Schleiermacher] but of 
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believe the book of Daniel to have been written by that Prophet.” I 
have called no one an unbeliever, who would himself, on reflection and - 
understanding the force of his terms, say that he believed in an histor- 
ical revelation, or in anything beyond that unwritten revelation, 
whereby God makes His Eternal Being and Godhead and His 
eternal moral laws known to the consciences of His rational 
creatures. It is the way of the nineteenth century to use words in 
unreal senses. It is a tribute to faith, that people, in every stage of 
unbelief, persuade themselves that they believe more than they do. 
Atheism and Pantheism are names which shock such religious feeling 
as remains, when all definite faith has vanished. There are also those, 
who make capital of the terms of faith, taken in an unreal sense, and 
gain an entrance for real unbelief under old theological terms, “ win- 
ning” as has been avowed, “ new senses for old words,” and misleading 
those who are ready to be misled. However, in all honesty, too, peo- 
ple think that they believe in a God, because they believe in some sort 
of primal cause, a “ Deus ex machina,” to explain the origin of crea- 
tion, although they have no more real belief in a Personal God, than 
a Brahmin or a Chinese. It has been truly said, that one who truly 
believes in God as He Is, is half-way to being a Catholic. I do then 
think that many are unbelievers, who do not avow it to themselves ; 
that many more make a profession to the world of the little nominal 
belief which they think they have, in order to gain a standing-point 
whence to act against what they know they have not: many more would 
become unbelievers, if they followed out their own admitted principles. 
But there is no limit to human inconsistency, and I thank God for 
every inconsistency, whereby any one holds any truth, which may bind 
him, or bring him back, to God, or hinder his going further from Him. 
What I have pointed out, (and what some do not forgive me for having 
pointed out) was, that this negative criticism, which has disputed 
the divinity of so many, or of all, the books of Holy Scripture, was 
itself the result of a previous unbelief. This is simply a historical fact, 
a matter of Chronology. German unbelief was older than the modern 
German criticism. German rationalists were forced on their criticisms 


others like Lessing and Herder, whose theology has appeared more than doubtful 
to cautious divines, should in later life have unlearned the charity, which 
‘believeth all things, hopeth all things,’—that one who once hailed the dawn of a 
better theology.in connection with the name of Schleiermacher should now stig- 
matize, as ‘unbelievers’ and ‘rationalists’ all who venture to doubt the genuine- 
ness of Daniel. Great and good men, like Arnold of Rugby, do not deserve to 


haye this reproach cast upon them, nor can it hurt them.” I was not aware, that 
Dr. Arnold had either denied or doubted it, 
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by the necessity of their position. I need not repeat what I have- 
already said more fully. People boasted of the results of that negative 
criticism, as though they were the legitimate, nay, the necessary pro- 
duce of criticism; and our English persistency in our belief was 
imputed to the absence of criticism among us. And therefore I dwelt 
upon the fact, that the unbelief was the parent of the criticism, not the 
criticism of the unbelief. And this too I did, to remove from the eyes 
of the young a false prestige; and on the same ground I have dwelt 
upon various instances of “the credulity of the incredulous.” I have 
turned against sceptics their own weapons, and used ridicule against the 
would-be-arguments of a false criticism, which thought itself “ free,” 
because it made free with God’s Word, and “liberal,” because it cast 
aside what it did not care for, while it was enslaved to the requisitions 
of its own unbelief, and held as unreasoningly and unreasonably to the 
traditions of that unbelief, as it ever imputed to the criticism of 
believers. But never have I undervalued genuine learning; nay, one 
thought which has impressed itself upon me, from the study alike of 
books of solid criticism, solid philosophy, solid historical knowledge and 
deeper human truth, has been, how, whether intentionally or uncon- 
sciously, they must in the end subserve Divine truth. 

Nor have I, I trust, lost my sympathy for any who, however imper- 
fectly, are feeling their way back toward belief, or who, like Lessing or 
Herder, have helped to break the ice of an unbelieving system, in 
which men lay frost-bound by their own conceits, or who, like Schleier- 
macher, by their more earnest aspirations, prepared for the coming 
spring. I have not spoken against individuals, when they have them- 
selves spoken sincerely. But, apart from individuals, I have tried to 
draw the veil off from men’s eyes; and especially to shew the young, 
that systems which come to them with much shew, were but tinsel, that 
much which called itself enlightenment was real darkness, that much 
which called itself rational belief was real unbelief; that “ opinions ” 
and “ beliefs ” were contradictories, mutually excluding one another; 
and that the so-called liberality, which allowed to every error a chance 
of having some truth, and claimed in return that each truth should be 
held liable to contain some error, does, in fact and as necessary conse- 
quence, deny the existence of any real pure truth. “Seek, and ye 
shall find,” our Lord said; but these make the end of search, the dis- 
covery that nothing certain is to be found, and, under the name of pro- 
gress, are drifting back to the condition of Heathen scepticism before 
Christ came, the Light and the Truth. 


CuHRIst CHURCH, 
Trinity SunpaAy, 1867. 


lxii EWALD 


ADDITIONAL NOTE ON P. XXIII. 


It is the custom of the English to idolize names, which have ceased to 
be objects of idolatry in their own country. Just now Ewald’s seems to 
be such a name. And since that name is used to give currency and 
authority to many a theory, hostile to revelation, I add a few words of 
warning, lest the greatness, which he has acquired in one line, should be 
abused to lead people away from truth in others, where he himself has 
no greater gifts than other men. Of the marvelous acumen, by which he 
first founded the science of Hebrew Grammar, and changed it from a 
mere enumeration of undigested and unexplained facts to a philosophical 
study, I have already spoken. J admired the first outline of his Gram- 
mar forty years ago. I admire it still in its later development. O si sic 
omnia? But the intense self-confidence, which his consciousness of great 
talent and power has engendered, has marred his work in every other 
branch of Hebrew criticism. What seems to him right, is right. I know 
of none, since that old self-confident school of J. D. Michaelis, who has 
distorted the meaning of so many Hebrew words, or made such wild work 
of Hebrew history, as Ewald, “ because whatever occurs to him” (to use 
Hiupfeld’s words) “ appears to him as certain as a revelation.” (Vorr. z. 
d. Psalm. 1857. p. xix.) And therefore, Hupfeld says, “he is specially 
wanting in all criticism of himself, in all capacity of comparing his own 
performances with those of others (for which he possesses no objective 
rule), nay in all capacity of distinguishing, in subjects of investigation, 
what is easy from what is difficult, what is certain from the uncertain or 
unestablished, the most fanciful imagination from the most ascertained 
truth, because &c.” Hupfeld speaks also of “his boundless conceit, 
which imagines that, in his numerous writings, he has revealed pure and 
irrefragable truth; and since, amid all the admiration which has been 
paid to him (such as half-truths most find), he has not found so much 

_blind belief as he requires, and has often experienced even contradiction, 
he has not been ashamed to ascribe this to hostility to the truth, and to 
ascribe to his contemporaries that after ‘the light had appeared, they 
loved darkness rather than light ;’ and so, for years, he has so fallen owt 
with all the world, and has got into such mad rage, that he has long 
gained for himself the mournful privilege of moral irresponsibility.” 
Levy said of him in 1857, “ Prof. Ewald has already called forth a little 
library, directed against his judgments on Theological and philological 
works (under these last we include Semitic, Indo-Germanic and even 
African languages) in which he outsteps all decorum, and for which he 
has employed his Jahrbiicher d. Bibl. Wissenschaften, the prefaces to his 
numerous writings, and alas! even the Gotting. gel. Anzeigen, Since 
however, all corrections, friendly or sharp, have remained fruitless, of 
late a different course appears to have been adopted toward him. He is 
wholly ignored, since, to use Htipfeld’s words, ‘he has long since gained 
for himself the mournful privilege of moral irresponsibility.’ Within the 
province of Theology this proceeding may be the wisest ; since Ewald, in 
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possession of most infallible truth, seeing in his opponents only Atheism, 
Popery, protestant Jesuitism, rabbinical fancifulness, prejudice, ignorance 
and blindedness, is scarcely to be brought to another mind. Moreover, 
those capable of judging are numerous enough, that his perverseness 
should be seen in the right light.” Pheeniz. Stud. ii. p. 1, 2. “H. Prof. 
Ewald nochmahls als Punier gewtirdigt.”” He concludes his criticisms 
with the words; “ And Ewald, who in the narrow space of an essay shews 
so much unacquaintance with Pheenician, sits in judgment on men like 
Munk, Hitzig, Schlottmann and others, and lectures them as schoolboys.’’ 
p. 20. Hiipfeld he followed most unrelentingly, and even of a writer who 
had reviewed Hiupfeld favorably in the Studien und Kritiken, he said, 
“The Reviewer understands of Hebrew as good as nothing, and Hupfeld 
shews his great incapacity to solve rightly even little difficulties in Hebrew 
and in the Psalter.” (Jahrb. 1857 p. 272. Anm.1.) Hupfeld was of a 
school very hostile to Hengstenberg ; yet, as far as verbal criticism goes, 
he is, when not biassed by anti-doctrinal prejudice, often suggestive, as I 
cannot say that I have found Ewald. Of Ewald’s historical judgment 
Knobel says, “Instead of thoughtfulness and conscientiousness, one finds 
in him [Ewald] everywhere arbitrariness and superficialness ; and even 
had he those indispensable qualities, yet his want of historical perception 
and skill in combination would unfit him to be an historian.” Exeg. 
Vademecum fur H. Ewald p. 34. “From the above it will, it is to be 
hoped, sufficiently appear, that Ewald is as deficient in the circumspec- 
tion and knowledge as in the forethought and conscientiousness which 
are indispensable to the historian, and that it stands very ill with the his- 
torical ‘ truth,’ which he professes to have finally settled.” (Ib. p. 50.) 

To me it is very sorrowful, that one from whose early conscientious 
grammatical labors I anticipated so useful a future, should so have failed ; 
still more, that self-confidence should have wasted such talents. Enough 
for one man’s life to have produced such a Grammar as his, were it not 
that so much which might have been, has been spoiled. To Dr. Stanley 
and those of his school, to whom all earnest statements of the conse- 
quences of misbelief appear like expressions of weakness”, I would 
commend, for consideration, what in their idol, Ewald, is the import of 
such language as the “mean [niedertrachtiges] judgment of De Wette,” 
or the “incredible perverseness, ignorance and unfeelingness,” of another, 
or “his boundless ignorance and insolence in matters of science,” or to 
characterize a writing of Ritter, as “a real excrescence of meanness and 
ignorance.” “Such,” says Levy, “is but a slight specimen of Ewald’s 
mild temper and select language, when speaking of the performances of 
others. How modestly he expresses himself as to his own in many places 
of his Jahrbucher, see Von Gumpach Kritik and Antikritik als Streit- 
schrift wider H. Ewald p. xxii. and on the enriching the critical-technical 
stock of German by a heap of words of abuse, see Ib. p. 8. sqq.” 

Yet this were but an “argumentum ad hominem.” The real question 
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is, whether we or Dean Stanley are right in the appreciation of the ten- 
dency of certain teaching; we, in asserting that it is downwards to the 
denial of all faith, or he, that it is upwards, to more enlightened belief. 
I will cite a witness, whose partialities are not on my side. “A most 
learned and amiable man exercised extraordinary influence over the 
education of the most advanced College in Oxford. He led his pupils 
quietly on to the negation of all positive Creeds; not because he was an 
unbeliever in the vulgar sense of the word, but because his yreculiar mode 
of criticism cut the very sinews of belief. The effects of his peculiar 
teaching may be traced in many a ripened mind of the present day.” 
[Pall Mall Gaz. March 28. 1868.] ‘We, equally with this writer, acquitted 
the Professor alluded to (as I did Semler) of foreseeing the effects of his 
teaching; but he has, by his mode of teaching, been the parent of Oxford 
rationalism, as Semler was of German, without his will, yet as the natural 
fruit of the seed which he sowed. 
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LECTURE LI. 


Introduction. Real grounds of objections raised to the book of Daniel, its prophe- 
cies and miracles, Unity of his book.. His character one throughout. (The 
Chaldee and Hebrew portions are from the same writer. Ground of the variation 
of language. No Greek words, except the names of two or three musical instru- 
ments, which were imported with them.” )Musical instruments in Daniel not 
Macedonian. Macedonian Greek words in Daniel a fiction. Early intercourse 
between Greece and Assyria. The pesanterin of Daniel on Assyrian monuments, 
The Hebrew of Daniel and his use of Aryan words agree with his time and Gir- 
cumstances. Remarkable difference of the Aramaic of Daniel and Ezra from that 
of the Targums; the basis of the Targums was early. Shallow criticism on the 
Aramaic of Daniel repeated in the Essays and Reviews. Cumulative evidence 
from the union of such Hebrew and Aramaic as those of Daniel,..... p. 75-114, 


LECTURE II. 


The prophecies of the four empires, Babylonian, Medo-Persian, Greek, Roman, 
and the establishment of the kingdom of Christ during the fourth Empire. 
Balaam’s prophecy as to the Eastern and Western Empires. i. Circumstances 
and characteristics of the revelation of the four world-empires to Nebuchadnezzar, 
Daniel’s prophecy of the kingdom of Christ conceded. Greatness of the admitted 
prophecy. Inconsistency of rationalist objections. Both the metals and the 
parts of the human form in the image of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream significant, in 
regard to the 4empires. Characteristics of the 4th empire. ii. Correspondence of 
the parts of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream of the 4 Empires with Daniel’s vision ; of the 
2d Empire with the Medo-Persian; the third with the Macedonian. Heavyiness, 
characteristic of the aggressions of the Medo-Persian Empire; activity and intelli- 
gence of the third; terribleness and permanent subdual, of the fourth. Periods 
distinguished in the fourth Empire in Daniel’s vision. The ten ‘‘horns”’ or 
kingdoms belong to a later period, yet are simultaneous. Contrast of Roman 
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Empire with those before it in Dionysius. The kingdom of God the chief subject 
of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream and Daniel’s vision. The title, “the kingdom of 
God” taken from Daniel and part of the popular belief before Christ came. 
Beliefin the Messiah, as Man but more than man, also rested on his prophecy, 
before our Lord, as shewn in the book of Enoch. Title, ‘Son of Man,’’ as used 
by our Lord, taken from Daniel. Daniel prophesied the worship of the Son of 
Man. iii. Symbols in Daniel’s second vision, which are explained, in Daniel, to 
represent Persia and Greece, correspond respectively with those of the 2d and 
3d Empires, and disagree with those of the 3d and 4th. Antiochus Epiphanes 
does not correspond to the Anti-Christ either of the viith or xith chapter of 
Daniel. Contrast of his character with that of the Anti-Christ in Daniel ch. xi. 
Rationalists miss the special character of this anti-Christ and pervert the pro- 
phecy of his death. It is in conformity with nature, that there should be types 
of Anti-Christ. Eastern tradition of the 4th Empire and of the Messiah derived 
NICOPOER ADL WANE Slow BNO IG EO MeONGEO OO oc Out O bee Chere 00) Oc cto p. 115-142. 


LECTURE III. 


Attempts to make out four Empires, (subtracting the Roman,) which should end 
with Antiochus. Four different experiments tried. The advocates of each 
solution agree in holding the other three to be untenable. i. Ewald’s. The Ist 
Empire, the Assyrian, and Daniel an adaptation of an earlier Assyrian Daniel, 
who is to have prophesied the overthrow of the Assyrian empire. Ezekiel’s 
mention of Daniel, in each place, suits Daniel himself. Grounds of the selection 
of Daniel with Noah and Job as examples of righteousness, and of the order in 
which Ezekiel names them. No explanation of Daniel’s being named in Ezekiel, 
‘unless he was the prophet. No ground for Ewald’s imaginary Daniel. Daniel’s 
vision on the Hiddekel. Rivers, places of prayer among the Jews. The human- 
headed winged-lion of Nineveh was an essentially different symbol from the eagle- 
winged lion of Daniel; probably it, as well as the human-headed bull, was a reli- 
gious symbol, certainly nota symbol of Assyrian empire. The lion or eagle were 
symbols of Babylon, as well as of Assyria. ii. Babylonian Empire under Nebu- 
chadnezzar not a distinct empire from that of his successors. Greatness of the 
Babylonian empire, under him, both in conquest and internal policy. Medo- 
Persian inferior to Babylonian. Fainéant character of Nebuchadnezzar’s suc- 
cessors; in no sense a separate empire. iii. Medo-Persian empire owned never to 
have existed as two. Its unity presupposed in Scriptures which Rationalists 
allege the writer of the book of Daniel to know, and in Daniel himself. The 
authority of Darius stated in Daniel to have been delegated. Xenophon’s 
account likely, confirmed in part against Herodotus by Inscriptions. Policy 
of placing Median Vice-King at Babylon. Evidence from Daniel that he spoke 
of the Medo-Persian empire as one. Inferiority of Persian empire to Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s, its immediate degeneracy after Cyrus, and permanent miserableness. 
Disagreement of the symbol of the Persian empire in ch. 8. from that of the 3a 
Empire in ch. 7, and iv. of symbols and prophecies as to Alexander’s successors 
from those of the 4th Empire. Alexander’s successors were one kingdom, only 
as one with him, Alexander’s central plan, to Hellenize Asia, and blend Greece 
and Asia,followed by his successors. Union of Jews and Greeks in Egypt, Cyrene, 
and Asia Minor, Lasting influence of his plan in God’s Providence. No ten-fold 
division in Alexander’s empire, Failure of the varied attempts to make out ten 
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kings of Alexander’s successors, or three who should be uprooted. Attempts 
contradict Daniel and history. Roman world-empire could not be foreseen at 
the date of people’s alleged Pseudo-Daniel, 174, B.C. Evidence from the 3d 
Sibylline book and from the Ist book of Maccabees, that Roman Empire was not 
anticipateds. ¢ 0... 5,5 hs ee Se ae Ces ae eee p. 143-188. 


LECTURE IV. 


The prophecy of the 70 weeks and of the death of the Messiah, and the attempts to 
make the 70 weeks end with Antiochus Epiphanes. General character of the 
prophecy; why the date, although fixed within a limited time, may not have 
been fixed precisely ; only four possible dates, from which the 70 weeks could be 
counted, ending in four exact years; ground for selecting the 7th of Artaxerxes: 
his date: agreement of the whole period of 7 and 62 weeks, and of the 7 weeks by 
itself, with history; ‘strait of times;’’ the three years and a half, our Lord’s 
ministry ; indications of a fourth passover in His ministry; main subjects of the 
prophecy, the gifts of pardon and righteousness and of grace at the end of the 490 
years; ‘“‘holy of holies,” not ‘‘the holy of holies;”’ ‘‘anointing,’’ in Daniel’s time, 
spiritual only; the title “‘ Messiah,”’ current in and before our Lord’s time, derived 
from this place, since here only itis used absolutely ; extent of prophecy com- 
bined as to the Messiah, before our Lord came; “cut off” always used of death, 
inflicted by God or man; two-fold aspect of cessation of sacrifice; the general 
scope of the prophecy not varied by various renderings; connection of the des- 
truction of the city and the temple with the cutting off of the Christ; fullness 
of the prophecy, as fulfilled exactly in the Gospel. Unnatural explanations, to 
get rid of the prophecy. Supposed non-fulfillment of Jeremiah’s prophecy, which 
all knew to have been fulfilled, and its eking out by Daniel’s; impossible con- 
struction of the words, ‘‘72 weeks, the street shall be built ;”’ absurdity of making 
the 4th year of Jehoiakim the starting-point. Impossible problems which unbelief 
had to solve in regard to the prophecy of the 70 weeks. Corrodi’s theory and 
admissions. Shifts of Marsham. Eichhorn’s capricious amendment of Marsham’s 
theory, dishonest criticisms, unnatural expedients. Paulus’ arbitrary amend- 
mentof Eichhorn’s arbitrariness. Bertholdt’s theory, that 62is a ‘“‘round number’’ 
and unnatural expositions. Re-casting of old theories in opposition to Hengsten- 
berg. Wieseler’s unnatural expedients and admissions. Lengerke’s fantastic 
theory incontrovertible in his own eyes. Ewald’s two attempts to take the 
numbers in their natural order; arbitrary dates assumed by him, and arbitrary 
expedients to get rid of the superfluous years. Mutual exchange of theories. 
Assumption that the fault as to the chronology was Daniel’s, not their’s, contrary 
to their own assumption that the writer knew the history; the charge recoils, 
since the years are too many for their theory, not too few. Naturalness of the 
interpretation, that Jesus was the Messiah said to be “ cut off,’”’ owned by Hitzig. 
Rationalist agreement, in pulling down only; their disagreement in constructing. 
Table of their variations as to the 70 weeks. Their failure as to the last week, the 
supposed agreement of which was to be the basis of the whole. Dates in the reign _ 
of Epiphanes. Events at its close; his death no relief to the Jews. The 2300 days 
probably had a double fulfillment. Events of the last 7 years agree with no 7 
years of Epiphanes ; aggravations of the failure; unmeaningness of the meanings 
imported by rationalists into the prophecy. Contrast of the whole prophecy with 
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the rationalist expositions of it. The Messiah was not expected, when, according 
to Daniel, He was not to come; when, according to Daniel, He was to come, He 
WASTER DECECO sre oie te (een ind eke ue uate ys ed Ein oul eer eciis t% « \P. 184-229. 


LECTURE V. 


The minuteness of a portion of Daniel’s prophecies is in harmony with the whole 
system of Old Testament prophecy, in that, throughout, God gave a nearer fore- 
ground of prophecy, whose completion should, to each age, accredit the more 
distant and as yet unfulfilled prophecy. 

Argument of rationalists and the Essays against the prophecies of Daniel involves 
the denial of all supernatural prophecy. Prophecy, and prediction, which the 
Rationalists distinguish from it, are like human, according to them. Indications 
of minute prophecy, throughout the Old Testament. 1) Test given to distinguish 
the true prophet from the false, Deut. xviii. 21, 22. 2) Struggle between the false 
prophets and the true. 3) Urimand Thummim, 4)‘ Enquiring of God.” 5) ‘The 
Seer.”’ Old Testament prophecy related to a nearer or a more distant future of ' 
temporal judgment and mercy, and the Redeemer. Predictions to the Patriarchs. 
Continuous fulfillment of the blessings of Jacob and Moses, a continuous witness 
of God’s foreknowledge and Providence. ‘Until Shiloh come;’’ no temporal 
fulfillment can be made out. Series of individual prophecies. Prophecies to 
the ten tribes. Minute temporal prophecies to Israel end in larger. Succession 
of prophets in Judah. Prophecies of the Christ, connected with Jerusalem, imply 
that it would continue in being; prophecies against Sennacherib and Babylon; 
prophecies of exact dates; ends of cities foretold, minute but varied; Jeremiah’s 
distinct unvarying prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem, and lesser inter- 
vening prophecies. Jeremiah and Ezekiel foretell details of the capture of Jeru- 
salem; the event improbable to the Jews beforehand; prophecies on individuals. 
Isaiah’s and Jeremiah’s detailed prophecies of the capture of Babylon; genuine- 
ness of Isaiah xiii, xiv. and of Jeremiah 1, li. Ezekiel’s prophecy of the duration 
of the two kingdoms and as to Egypt; its 40 years’ desolation and permanent 
abasement; decay in Egypt before its temporary recovery, under Amasis; the 
70 years of the captivity ; Zechariah’s prediction of Alexander’s victories in Pales- 
tine and of the subsequent victories of Jews over Greeks, utterly improbable, but 
very definite and accurate. Rationalist expedients to get rid of them, and their 
failure. Daniel’s predictions suited to a transition-state. Daniela teacher for the © 
times before our Lord. In the Gospel also, and in the prophecies of our Lord, there 
is a foreground of minuter prediction and a larger future. Rationalist misstate- 
ments as to prophecy. Capture of Tyre by Nebuchadnezzar; gradual concessions 
of Rationalism. Fulfillment of God’s judgments slow through Hismerey. Pro- 
phecy independent of time, unless time is expressed. Daniel has all the varieties 
of prophecy, oo + +; P.-2804269, 


LECTURE VI. 


On the proof of the genuineness of the book of Daniel, furnished by the date of the 
closing of the Canon of the Old Testament, and by the direct reference to it in the 
Canonical Scriptures, and in other books before or of the Maccabee period. 

Josephus’ statement of the closing of the Canon, and of the ground, why it was 
closed about 400 B,C, The intervening period before our Lord, one of much 
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mental activity. Date of the Wisdom of the son of Sirach fixed by the mention 
of Simon son of Onias and Euergetes in his grandson’s preface, early in the 3d 
cent. B.C. His grandson attests that the Canon was closed when his grandfather 
wrote. The lowest date of the son of Sirach, and the existence of his book out of 
the Jewish Canon, prove the ‘early date of Daniel. The son of Sirach alludes to 
the Canon. Tradition, insisted upon by rationalists, as to Nehemiah’s collecting 
the scattered books of the Canon, relates, not to an original collection, but to the 
gathering of books already in the Canon, which had been dispersed. Gradual 
formation of the Canon. The Pentateuch laid up from the first; gradual acces- 
sions implied in Scripture itself. The Pentateuch an authority before Jeroboam’s 
schism. Each later prophet presupposes the earlier prophets. Gradual accessions 
of the historical books. Probable date of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Ruth. The 
Books of Kings before the close of the Captivity. Prophetic documents probably 
embodied in the books of Kings. Gradual formation of the Psalter; the first book 
wholly Dayid’s; the 5th book alone implies times after the Captivity; no one 
Psalm contains any indication of the Maccabee period; those selected as such 
belong to the Captivity. The Psalter probably translated by the LXX before the 
Maccabee times. The accession of Proverbs of Solomon, in Hezekiah’s time, to 
the collection already existing, shews that ch. xxx, xxxi. alone can be later than 
Hezekiah. Job quoted from early times. The age of the Canticles and Lamenta- 
tions unquestioned. Extent of Hagiographa exstant before the captivity. Inval- 
idity of the arguments from language or history, that Ecclesiastes was not written 
by Solomon. Book of Esther written by a contemporary ; the Chronicles prior to 
the book of Ezraand by its author; they allude to nothing later than Ezra; the 
one genealogy, alleged to prove a later date of the book, does not prove it, even 
ifit is part of the book. The book of Ezra is one whole; the Chaldee portion, 
written by a contemporary, inserted by Ezra. Invalid arguments against author- 
ship of Ezra. Nehemiah wrote the book which bears his name. Thoughtless 
objection founded on the use of the different names of God. Use of those names 
in Nehemiah. The name of Jaddua did not originally stand in Nehemiah. 
Careless objections to the book. Coincidence of Nehemiah and Malachi. Prin- 
ciple of the Jewish arrangement of the Canon; hagiographa, sacred books by 
men in secular office. Jewish distinction between writing through the spirit of 
prophecy and by the Holy Ghost. David and Daniel, both being prophets, were 
placed on the same principle among the hagiographa. The ‘silence of the son 
of Sirach’’ would have been remarkable, only if Daniel had been placed among 
the prophets. Direct evidence of the existence of the book of Daniel before 
Antiochus Epiphanes. i. Use of language of Daniel’s prayer by Nehemiah. ii. 
Two of Zechariah’s visions presuppose Daniel’s prophecy of the 4 empires; one, 
very obscure, unless explained by aid of Daniel’s prophecy. iii. Book of Baruch, 
written probably soon after the close of the Canon, incorporates much of his 
prayer. iv. Testimony to Daniel in LXX version of Pentateuch. v. The Jewish 
writer of the 3d Sibylline book, about 170 B,C., quoted book of Daniel, found 
nothing in it to support his temporal hopes. vi. Extreme accuracy of the first 
pook of Maccabees. Internal evidence of exactness of Mattathias’ speech. Exact, 
but simple reference to book of Daniel init. First book of Maccabees, probably 
before B.C. 125, certainly before B.C. 105. History in the first book of Maccabees 
contradicts unbelieving theories as to the book of Daniel. vii. Evidence from 
the Greek ‘additions to the book of Daniel, the historical mistakes of the trans- 
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lator and his falsifying of the prophecy of the 70 weeks, to make it bear on the 
times of Epiphanes. Long interval between the book of Daniel and its transla- 
tion owned by opponents. viii. Book of Enoch, The doctrine of the Messiah 
as the Judge of the world in it taken from Daniel; that of the angels altered from 
the doctrine in Daniel. Date of the book probably not later than Judas Macca- 
beeus or Simon, any how not later than John Hyrcanus. Testimony of our Lord 
standsialone; as infallible, 3 sl) sss. ce ee em) ter es ee ee + p. 270-338, 


LECTURE VII. 

On the “historical inaccuracies”’ falsely imputed to the book of Daniel, and the 
‘“improbabilities” alleged. i. Agreement of dates in Daniel together, and with 
other Scripture and Berosus. Dates of Jehoiakim’s reign. ii. Name of Belshazzar 
as eldest son and co-regent on the monuments. Nebuchadnezzar is called his 
father, Belshazzar Nebuchadnezzar’s son, because no name in Chaldee for “‘ grand- 
father”? ‘“grandson.’”? Wide use of “father” “son”? in Hebrew. iii. Rationalist 
credulity as to date of ‘‘Susa.’’ Susa, probably capital of Cyrus before the capture 
of Babylon, iv. ‘‘Satraps,’’ an office essential to large Asiatic empires, Assyrian, 
Babylonian, Persian, Median, Macedonian under Alexander and his successors. 
Cyrus only substituted Persian for native Satraps. Number and distribution of 
Satrapies varied. The monuments furnish more Satrapies than Herodotus. 
Lesser divisions unnoticed. v. Den of lions, rationalist fable about it. The 
Chaldee term for it implies no confined space. vi. Classes of Magi. Porphyry 
speaks of three distinct degrees in the highest, the priestly order of the Magi. 
Daniel, like Strabo, speaks of different kinds of Magi, according to their employ- 
ments. Error of Eubulus, from whom Porphyry took his account. No old 
account of threefold division of Magi. Egyptian priesthood divided into four, 
five or more classes. Parsee priesthood, Desturs, Mobeds, Herbads, modern and 
ritualistic. Three of Daniel’s four classes of Magi, very distinctly marked. vii. 
Education by Magi not against conscience, nor supervision of them; large 
unsuperstitious learning of Chaldees. II. Alleged imprebabilities. i. Insanity 
of Nebuchadnezzar probably a very rare form of monomania. Yet, humanly 
too, admitting of recovery. Correspondence of his physical condition with other 
cases of insanity. Insanity does not hinder consciousness or memory. Wonder- 
ful self-analysis of the Pére Surin, when outwardly like one insane. Dr. Browne 
on the praying of the insane. Force of evidence in true un-understood facts. 
ii. Alleged silence of historians as to Nebuchadnezzar’s insanity. All believe 
facts on insulated testimony. Tradition of Abydenus probably relates to facts 
recorded by Daniel. Interruption of Nebuchadnezzar’s great works mentioned 
on his monuments. iii. His imperfect conversion. iv. His edict true to our 
deepest nature. vy. His golden image had a political end. Extent of king- 
worship. vi. His image probably, on purpose, disproportionate. vii. Edict of 
Darius in harmony with the known Persian belief, probably political. viii. 
“Tntolerance’’? not unknown to Babylonians or Persians. Evidence of religious 
character of wars from the Inscriptions. Persian oppression of Egyptian religion. 
ix. Daniel did not court danger, only did not deny God. x, xi. Idle objections 
as to decree of Darius and history of Belshazzar. xii. Alleged “lavishing of 
miracles,”’ three miracles, when heathen sought to destroy the faith and insulted 
God. False statements, in order to make out the miracles to have been objectless. 
God had not cast away His people. Cyrus had no human motive for releasing 
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the Jews. Daniel probably made known to him Isaiah’s prophecy. No proof, 
that the miracles were wasted on the heathen; they have been instructive to 
believers at all times since. Force of evidence from uniform correctness in 
varied and minute details of history, customs, &c. many of which would be 
Known only toa contemporary,...... st se. Sie he Ra fades! ee hoieats p. 339-384, 


LECTURES VIII. AND IX. 


The points of Doctrine and practice mentioned in the book of Daniel, which are 
alleged to indicate a date later than that of the prophet, are identical or in har- 
mony with the teaching of the other Scriptures of the Old and New Testament; 
nor was any doctrine or practice, mentioned in the Book of Daniel, borrowed 
from Parsism. 

Summary of doctrines and practices alleged to be “later.” There is no a priori 
ground, why God should not have revealed through one inspired writer, what 
He did not through another. 

i. Divinity of the Messiah. No trace of the doctrine in the 3d Sibylline book. a.) 
The king addressed in Ps. cx. superhuman. Inapplicability of the Psalm to 
David, fulfillment in our Lord. “Sit Thou on My Right Hand,” said to Jesus as 
Man, because He is God. 5b.) In Ps. xlv. rationalists own, among them, that 1) 
“Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever,’’ is addressed to the Object of the 
Psalm, 2) that He is God, and 3) that the words should so be rendered. Non- 
natural, contradictory, and ungrammatical constructions of the words, gramma- 
tically most simple. c.) Evidence of the Divinity of the Christ from Psalm ii. 
Close union of the Messiah with God init owned by the Jews also. Emphasis 
on the words ‘‘kiss the Son.” The words have no other meaning. d.) The king 
in Psalm Ixxii. has Divine attributes. His empire is in all time and clime, while 
He is out of sight, Himself a perpetual Personal source of blessing and a perpetual 
Intercessor. e./.) Isaiah’s prophecy of the Child to be born, Who should be called 
“Mighty God;’’ g.) that, from David’s line, when in low estate, should issue One, 
using Divine power. h.) Micah’s, i. k.l.) Zechariah’s, m.) Malachi’s prophecies of 
the Divinity of the Messiah. Daniel’s prophecy of Him, as Man yet more than 
man. All prophesy the same truth with the same clearness; arbitrariness of 
rationalists, in assuming that Daniel did prophesy the Divinity of Christ, and 
that the rest did not, and in. their inference,. . . 2... 3. 1. wD re ee p. 385-405. 

ii. Daniel foretold the Second Coming of Christ apart from time. iii. The belief 
of man’s immortality lay in the history of his creation and of his fall; evidences 
of that belief in the history of the Patriarchs, in God’s declaring Himself their 
God after their death, belief in reunion contained in the ‘‘ being gathered to his 
people;”’ belief in man’s immortality cherished by the expression ‘God took 
him” of Enoch and Elijah; the term, appropriated by Psalmists, Ps. xlix. Lxxiii. 
David knew of the Beatific Vision of God, Ps. xvii. Ps. xvi. prophesies of the 
Resurrection of Christ. Other indications of the expectation of eternal life in 
the Psalms, of general judgment, and of the second death. Distinct prophecy 
of the resurrection of the flesh in Job; of our Lord’s and our’s in Him in Hosea; 
of our’s in Hosea and Isaiah. Isaiah’s prophecy of the resurrection of the good 
and bad, of the punishment of evil spirits and evil men; Ezekiel’s: knowledge 
of the resurrection of the body. False notions of the amount of truth in the Zend 
books; doctrine of the resurrection unknown to the earlier books; ‘‘ perpetuation 
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of life’? distinct from Resurrection. The Bundehesh, in which are the most 
approximations to the truth, probably of the 7th century after Christ; its illus- 
trations of the resurrection borrowed from Christians,.......... p. 405-420. 
iv. The doctrine of Angels, their numbers, nature, interest in us, as revealed before 
Daniel. ‘“ The Angel of the Lord,” throughout the O. T. probably a created Angel, 
with special Divine Presence. The “‘ Angel-interpreter,’”’ of Job. The Seraphim, 
the Cherubim. ‘‘The Angel of the Lord,’’ probably Michael. The doctrine of 
Angels in Daniel the same as in other Scriptures. The revelation in Daniel, that 
other nations, beside the Jews, were under the care of Angels, in harmony with 
Daniel’s relation to the Heathen world. Daniel does not associate the creature 
with the Creator; ‘‘gods of counsel,’”’ in Heathenism, astrological only, . p. 420-429 
Doctrine of Angels earlier than Magism. Imperfection of the supreme god of the 
Aryans; time, light, space, co-existent with him. Zoroastrism, only a modifica- 
tion of Vedism; dualism in its earliest writings. The six Amesha-cpentas, too 
near to the supreme god of Parsism, yet mere genii of the same sort as other genii 
of Parsism; supreme god of Parsism prays to them; extensive devotedness to 
Mithra, Anahita, the Haoma, probably coeval with Parsism. Parsee genii, or 
gods, dependent upon man. Prophets warned Israel against idolatries of Baby- 
lon and Persia. Men borrow idolatries or trick out their own false systems, do 
not refine the errors of others. Parsee traditions against the antiquity of their 
books; their present books, unauthentic traditions. No development or corrup- 
tion in the Zend books before Christ. No one likeness between Amesha-¢cpentas 
ANGFAREM AMS Ss ye Pee Pete ee cece es erate cc ious w Ot Baas eee a ee toe p. 429-442, 
yv.1. Fasting prescribed throughout the O. T. Fasting of the day of Atonement; 
that of women regulated ; public and private ; abuses of it attest its use; Daniel’s 
fasts such as are prescribed by Joel; all self-affliction forbidden by principles of 
Ls Parsism. y.2. Objections to Daniel’s prayer. v.3. ‘‘ Prayer three times a day,”’ 
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DANIEL THE PROPHET. 


: LECTURE IL. 


THE book of Daniel is especially fitted to be a battlefield between faith 
and unbelief. It admits of no half-measures. It is either Divine or an 
imposture. To write any book under the name of another, and to give it 
out to be his, is, in any case, a forgery, dishonest in itself, and destructive 
of all trustworthiness. But the case as to the book of Daniel, if it were 
not his, would go far beyond even this. The writer, were he not Daniel, 
must have lied, on a most frightful scale, ascribing to God prophecies 
which were never uttered, and miracles which are assumed never to have 
been wrought. In a word, the whole book would be one lie in the Name 
of God. The more God, as we shall see, is the centre of the whole, the 
more directly would the falsehood come into relation to God. The book 
truly ascribes to God, that He gave wisdom to Daniel to interpret the 
visions of Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar; that He delivered the 
children from the burning fiery furnace and Daniel from the den of 
lions; that He revealed to Daniel things to come, the largest and the 
least, comprising successions of empires and Christ’s Kingdom, with 
some exact dates and minute details. The miracles it implies, the 
prophecies it avers, to have been recorded by Daniel a contemporary. 
Hither then we have true miracles and true prophecy, or we should have 
nothing but untruth. An apology for the supposed forger, such as those 
put out by some Germans}, and lately in England ?, is utterly untenable 
and immoral. ‘ The truth seems,” says one’, “that starting, like many 
a patriot bard of our own, from a name traditionally sacred, the writer 
used it with no deceptive intention, as a dramatic form which dignified 
his encouragement of his countrymen in their great struggle against 


1De Wette speaks of it as “the intelligent 
act of a patriot,” Hinl. 2 257. Zunz, an “ en- 
lightened” Jew, (Gottesdienstl. Vortr. d. 
Juden, p. 318 sqq. 405 sqq.,) and Lengerke, 
(@ 15.) excuse it from habits of the times. 
Bleek does not seem to think such fraud 


needs excuse. (Schleiermacher, &c. Zeits- 
chrift, iii. 250 sqq. 223.) It was “necessary 
for his end, prophecy having ceased in the 
time of the Maccabees.” (1 Macc. ix. 27, iv. 
46, xiv. 41.) Einl. p. 593. 
2 Essays and Rev. p. 76. 
75 
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Antiochus.” ,'Doubtless the book of Daniel was, and was meant to be, 
an encouragement in all that desolate period after prophecy had ceased, 
to mitigate their trials, and especially that one, which wrecked the faith 
of so many, the persecution of Antiochus. For it shewed them visibly 
before their eyes, that God, in Whose Hands all things are, knew the 
whole course of events and overruled them.} But it was no encourage- 
ment at all, except on the belief of its tra Yet a writer could not 
more distinctly claim, that the prophecies which he delivers were revealed 
to himself. Itis idle to deny a “ deceptive intention,” when the writer, 
had he not been Daniel, would have deceived first his own people, and 
then the whole Christian world, until now. Strange, that some who deny 
the “ deceptive intention ” of the writer, adduce the declarations made to 
or by Daniel, that the prophecies were true, as a’ proof that they were 
false. Yet wherein do they differ from our Biessed Lord’s own assertion 
that His words were true, that He is the Truth?? St. John avers his 
own truth’, St. Paul‘ also, and Jeremiah®. The assertion in Daniel is 
not more frequent than in St. Paul. Once only it is made in Daniel’s 
own person : else it is made to assure the first recipient of the revelation. 
Daniel impresses on Nebuchadnezzar, the dream is certain and the inter- 
pretation thereof sure®; Gabriel gives the like assurance to Daniel’; 
Daniel repeats it®. In some way, this is to betray in the writer’s mind an 
uncomfortable feeling that on good grounds he would not be believed °; 
although the like assurance implies no such fear in St. John, St. Paul, 
and Jeremiah: and yet while thus accrediting himself, as being what 
he is not to be admitted to be, a prophet of the future, he is to have no 
“deceptive intention.” The assertions of the truth of his prophecy or 
interpretation severally are to be intended to guarantee their truth, being 
(as they say) false; and yet he is to have had no “intent to deceive.” 
More consistent is Hitzig’s!® undisguised statement; “‘when the books 
Coheleth and Wisdom claim to be Solomon’s, we see in this disguise 
simply that the author has chosen a certain vehicle: the case of the 
book of Daniel, if it is assigned to any other, is different. Then it 
becomes a forged writing, and the intention was to deceive his immediate 


18. John y. 31, 2, vii. 18, viii. 14, 17, 18, 40, 
45, xviii. 37. 

2Tb. xiv. 6, 

3 Ib. xix. 35, xxi. 24. 

*Acts xxvi. 25,2 Cor. vi. 8, 1 Tim. i. 12, 15, 
iv, 9, 2 Tim. ti, 11, Tit. iii. 8, 

5 xxvi. 15. 6 ii, 45. 

Tvili. 26, x. 21, xi. 2. Sx, 

®“On the other side, the author betrays 
his mask through the repeated assurances 
that his prophecies contained truth.” Len- 
gerke, Hinl. 313. n. 11. p. Ixxiii. “ With the 
words, and the dream is certain, &c. Daniel 
is to be designated as a true genuine prophet 
and interpreter of visions: for the later Jews 
called the older prophets, muatot dpagews or 


TigTot év opacer and the later prophets often’ 
appeal to their faithfulness and reliableness.” 
Id. on Dan. ii. 45. p. 87. It is true. True, even 
Jeremiah remarks with emphasis (xxvi. 15. 
comp. 12, xxviii. 9.) that he speaks truth, as 
also the Apostles (1 Tim. i. 15, iv. 9.}—but 
here (as in x. 1. comp. xi. 2.) the addition is 
made, to guarantee the age of the book.” 
Id. Ib. vili. 26. p. 404. 

10 Vorbemerkungen z. Daniel, 2 6. Rosen- 
miiller speaks out, imputing the direction to 
seal the book (as he thinks, viii. 26, x. 4. 9.) 
and the change of language from Hebrew to 
Chaldee, to fraud, in order to give to the 
work the appearance of having been written 
in the captivity. Procem. p. 28, 30, 1. 
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readers, though for their good.” A deceit which would fall under the 
sentence of God against those who say, ! Let us do evil, that good may come ; 
whose damnation is just. 

The moral law, written in the hearts of the heathen, strongly con- 
demned forgery? even when not ungodly. It was reserved for persons 
within Christianity to apologize for it*. 

It is well to have so clear an issue before us. Porphyry, in the well- 
known attack upon Daniel in his work “against the Christians,” saw how 
direct the issue was between him and Christians. “Daniel,” says 8. ‘¢] 
Jerome‘, “not only, as do the other prophets, writes that Christ should | 
come, but also teaches at what time He should come, and arranges the | 
kings in order, and numbers the years, and announces the most evident 
signs. Porphyry then, seeing all these things to have been fulfilled, and — 
unable to deny that they had taken place, had recourse to this calumny. 
On the ground of a partial resemblance, he contended that those things 
which Daniel foretold as to Anti-Christ at the end of the world had been 
fulfilled under Antiochus Epiphanes: whose assault is a testimony to the 
truth. For such was the accuracy of the Prophet’s words, that to unbeliev- 
ing men he seemed not to have foretold the future, but to relate the past.” 
A modern school, which has disbelieved with Porphyry, has echoed 
Porphyry. Out of some remaining respect for Holy Scripture or for 
Christian belief, it evaded the question of the truth or falsehood of 
Scripture where it could, consistently with the maintenance of. its 
unbelief. If it could generalize a prophecy, so that it should not seem 
to be a prophecy, it did so. It adopted non-natural interpretations of 
prophecy, and so admitted the books which contained it. It objected 
not to admit the author, if it need not admit the prophet. Hence arose 
all those modern interpretations of prophecy, as relating to Hezekiah, 
Zerubbabel and the like. If a prophecy, like those more definite 
prophecies of Daniel, admitted of no wresting, there was no choice left, 
except to acknowledge prophecy, or to deny the genuineness of the book. 
Of course, other grounds must be found to veil the nakedness of unbe- 
lief; but it is manifest from the writers themselves, that the central 
argument is this; “Almighty God does not or cannot work miracles, or 
reveal the future to His creatures. Therefore since miracles or prophecy 
are impossible, a book which contains an account of miracles must be 
written long after the alleged miracles are related to have been worked; 
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1 Rom. ili. 8. consequences.] “ Herodotus scruples not to 
2Hayernick (neue Untersuch. tib. d. B. lay bare dishonesty which stained the sanc- 
Daniel, p. 10.) instances the banishment of tuary, and to disgrace the memory of a 
Onomacritus by Hipparchus to whom he had bribed Pythia, whom he mentions by name.” 
rendered great services, for falsifying Mu- vi. 66. Dahlmann, Forschungen ii. 103. 
seeus (Herod. vii. 6.); the blame attached, 3 Lengerke apologizes for Heathen forger- 
not only to Cynethus, (Scholl. in Pindar ies and the book of Daniel with them. (2 15.) 
Isthm. iii. 55. Eustath. Scholl. on Hom. i. 1.) He could see no moral wrong in untruth, 
but to Solon for forging a verse of Homeron unless it had a malicious intent. 
Salamis. (Plutarch, Solon, ce. 15. Diog. Laert. 4Preef. in Daniel. 
i. 48.) [This, however, if true, had political 
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a book containing predictions beyond the unaided sagacity of man 
must haye been written after the events which are predicted.” This is 
laid down broadly by that class of writers; it underlies every so-called 
critical argument used by them; it crops out continually where it does 
not, as with avowed unbelievers, stand in the forefront. Four or five 
idioms are found, a poetical form, which happens also to be Aramaic, 
and then follows some such statement as, “ Beside, had Isaiah written 
this, it would imply a knowledge of the future.” And it is obvious, all 
the while, that the real ground lies, not in those half dozen idioms, to 
which no one who has any idiomatic knowledge of Hebrew would attach 
any weight, but in the fact that the chapter of the prophet contains, if his, 
undeniable prophecy. It has even been laid down as a test of the date of 
the books of Holy Scripture’; “Wherever, in the Hebrew Scriptures, 
there are numerous myths and legends, [miracles] as in the history of the 
patriarchs, of Moses, Balaam, Samson, Elijah, there we have uniformly 
relations, not committed to writing until long after the events. Where, 
contrariwise, the facts appear natural, as in the books of Ezra, Nehemiah 
and the Maccabees, there the relation, although not always, is contempo- 
raneous with, or shortly subsequent to, the events. This is an historical 
canon of unquestionable validity. Hence it follows that not Daniel, 
but only a writer long subsequent, can be the author of our relation, and 
so of our book.” 

The same writer says’, “To maintain the genuineness of Isaiah ch. 
Xxlll. and yet to refer it toa siege of Tyre by Nebuchadnezzar more than 
a century later, as Jerome, &c., do, is impossible, in that, in Isaiah’s time, 
there could be no anticipation of it, much less a confident and definite 
announcement of it. If any would refer the prophecy to that event, he 
must at least, with Eichhorn, Rosenmiiller, Hitzig, hold it to be spurious.” 

More broadly yet, “The main argument for the later date of our 
Gospels is, after all, this; that they, one by one and still more collectively, 
exhibit so much out of the life of Jesus in a way which is impossible.” 
[i. e. miraculous. | 

A recent unbelieving writer, speaking of a late German answer to the 
objections against the book of Daniel, says‘, “As to the visions and 
prophecies of the later part of the book, the Author admits the clearness 
with which the events are described in viii, x, xi. up to the time of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, which is, in fact, to give up the whole argument 
for the book concerning the prophecies properly so called.” 

Such statements, however often they occur in books of unbelieving 
criticism, plainly have nothing to do with criticism or historical enquiry. 


1 Knobel, Prophetismus d. Hebrier, ii. 401. 
quoted by De Wette, Hinl. 2 255, ed. 7. 

2On Is. p. 160 sqq. 

3 Baur, Crit, Untersuchung. tib. d. Evang. 
1847. p. 530. 

4Westminster Review, N. S. 20. p. 544. A 
German reviewer puts the issue more nak- 


edly; “Unless, with Auberlen and others, 
one will abide by the pure miracle of super- 
natural inspiration, the book Daniel is incom- 
prehensible, except as the expression of 
the first Maccabee rising, embodied in writ- 
ing.” The same is implied in Essays and 
Rey. p. 76. 
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They assume, in each case, the whole question about which criticism 
can be engaged. If any of us, on our side, say; “our Lord, being God 
and having a Divine knowledge, pronounced Daniel to be a prophet 
and quoted words of his as prophetic and as still to be fulfilled,” we do 
thereby mean to close up the question of criticism. We, on grounds 
extrinsic to the book of Daniel, believe critical enquiry to be superseded 
by Divine authority. We feel satisfied, of course, that there can be no 
real grounds of criticism, contradictory to that Divine authority; and, 
in fact, the deeper any critical knowledge is, the more subservient it 
is to that authority. But we do not pretend that this antecedent cer- 
tainty of our’s belongs to the province of criticism. As little, plainly, 
does the opposite denial of the abstract possibility of prophecy. Those 
who use the argument call themselves “ unprejudiced,” simply because 
they are free from what they call owr prejudices. But of course one who 
lays down, that such a book cannot have been written at a given time, 
because, in that case, it would contain definite predictions of the future, 
as much prejudges the question on the ground of his antecedent anti- 
doctrinal prejudices, as he can allege of us, that we decide it on our 
doctrinal prejudices, i.e. on our previous belief. His major premiss is, 
“Since there cannot be either prophecy or miracle, a book claiming to 
contain definite prophecies or a contemporary account of unmistakable 
miracles cannot belong to the period to which it 1s ascribed:” his 
minor is, “The book of Daniel does make such claims.” Our major is, 
“Whatever Jesus has said, is true;” our minor is, “ He has said that 
Daniel is a prophet.” This whole ground, on either side, is antecedent 
to criticism. Their denial of the possibility of miracles and prophecy 
denies, in fact, to our Creator powers which we possess ourselves, of 
regulating our own work, or communicating to others beforehand our 
own designs. It has its source in an utter ignorance of God, and is to be 
remedied by a knowledge of Him and of ourselves, our Creator and His 
creatures. 

But, although the belief as to the prophecies of Daniel must be part 
of my religious being, since it is inseparable from my belief that Jesus is 
God, this in no way interferes with the examination of these prophecies 
in themselves. 

I cannot indeed examine them, as one who doubts. No one who 
believes in Christ, can or ought to assume that to be doubtful, upon 
which Christ has set His seal. So it is as to the whole substance of the 
faith and each detail of it. Our own knowledge is certain, and we shall 
never win others to our certainty of faith and knowledge by assuming 
the character of persons who have themselves to arrive at faith. Even 
in matters of certain human knowledge, men do not ignore their own 
knowledge, in order to impart it to others or to remove their objections 
to it. Nor can I make-believe, as to what I do not believe, that these 
objections to the book of Daniel have any special plausibility. I select 
them out of the flood of pseudo-criticism with which we have been inun- 
dated, because the school which propagates them has given out its 
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achievements here to be “tone of the greatest triumphs of modern 
criticism.” “Crimine ab uno disce omnes.” 

Since none of these petty questions, which people set in the fore- 
ground, are their real central grounds of objection, but rather the fact 
that the book of Daniel does contain unmistakable prophecies, I will 
apply myself to these points; 1) to shew that even if, per impossibile, 
the book of Daniel had been written at the latest date at which these 
men venttire to place it, there would still remain clear and unquestion- 
able prophecies; 2) That those definite prophecies which were earlier 
fulfilled are not out of, but in harmony with, the rest of the Old Testa- 
ment; 8) That even apart from the authority of our Lord, the history of 
the closing of the Canon, as also the citation of Daniel in books prior to, 
or contemporary with Antiochus, establish the fact that the book was 
anterior to the date of Antiochus Epiphanes, and so, that those definite 
prophecies are, according to this external authority, not history related 
in the form of prophecy, but actual predictions of things then future. 
And then, I will answer every objection alleged against the book, whether 
as to matters of doctrine or history, which shall not have received its 
answer in the course of the other enquiries. 

But first, it may be best to mention some points, which were ques- 
tioned in the last decennia of the last century, but which are conceded 
on all hands now. 

1. No one doubts now that the book of Daniel is one whole? That 
hacking school of criticism, which hewed out the books of Holy Scrip- 
ture into as many fragments as it willed, survives only in a few expiring 
representatives. It reigned with an Oriental despotism in Germany for 
a time, but is now deposed even there. Bertholdt, (followed by Augusti,) 
who so dissected the book of Daniel and ascribed it to nine different 
authors of somewhat different dates, was constrained to admit that the 
authors of each accession to the book were acquainted with the fore-ex- 
isting portions; that they were, in fact, successively continuators of the 
portions which previously existed, each of the latter writers imitating 
the style and language of those who preceded him. A tacit admission, 
of course, of the unity of style and language which pervades the whole, 
while the assumption of such a close imitation betrayed the arbitrari- 
ness of the theory. It admitted identity of style and manner, and denied 
the identity of the author. 

But no less is that other theory of Eichhorn now rejected by all, that 
the Chaldee and Hebrew portions of the book are by different authors. 
Beside the general proofs of the unity of the whole, the division of the 
languages does not coincide with any obvious division of the book. There 
are in the book two chronological series; the one containing the six first 
chapters ; the second, the six last. The first is chiefly historical, in which 


1Bunsen, Gott in d. Geschichte, i. 302. the unity of the book just as fully as those 
2De Wette, Bleek, Von Lengerke, Geseni- who believe its divinity. 
us, even Hitzig, Ewald and Stahelin, admit 4 
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the chief persons acting are the kings reigning in Babylon, Nebuchad- 
nezzar, Belshazzar, or Darius; while Daniel or his companions are instru- 
ments in the hand of God, passive or subordinate. The revelation is 
conveyed to Nebuchadnezzar in his dreams, or to Belshazzar by the 
hand-writing ; Daniel is but the interpreter of what has been conveyed to 
the king. In the last six chapters, the revelations are made directly to. 
Daniel alone. In one chapter (the ixth) there is some personal history 
of Daniel, his study of Jeremiah’s prophecy, his self-humiliation and 
prayer, upon which God unfolded to him that brief much-containing 
series of prophecy from the restoration of Jerusalem to the Death of the 
Messiah and its destruction. But here he himself is the recipient of 
revelation. Yet both in the order of time and in the language, the 
two divisions (so to speak) overlap one another. Both series are 
chronological in themselves; but the first extends beyond the date 
when the second begins. The first series consists of six narratives, 
selected with one object, four of the six from the reign of Nebuchad- 
nezzar, the fifth from that of Belshazzar; the last from that of Darius the 
Mede. The second series, the visions or revelations to Daniel, are also 
dated, like the ancient prophecies, and that, at four successive times; in 
the first and third years of Belshazzar, in the first year of Darius son of 
Ahasuerus, and in the 3d year of Cyrus. So that after having, in the 
histories, gone on to the reign of Darius, we go back again, at the 
beginning of the second series, to a date a little earlier, the first year of 
Belshazzar. 

But these two series are not distinguished by language, nor can the 
Chaldee portion of Daniel make a whole. Daniel, after having related 
in Hebrew the early history of himself and his companions, passes natur- 
ally into Chaldee in the answer which the Magi made to the king, when 
he required them to tell him his forgotten dream. But the Chaldee does 
not cease with that portion of the book which is connected with the 
history or the public events of the empire. The first of Daniel’s visions 
is also in Chaldee. This is not what we should have expected; perhaps 
it has at some time puzzled some of us, its reason not being obvious. 
The connection is in the subject. The vision of the viith chapter is a 
supplement to the revelation in Nebuchadnezzar’s dream. It too relates 
to the four great empires of the world. It expands that first disclosure 
to Nebuchadnezzar, fills it up, continues it. The prophecies which fol- 
low relate more especially to Israel. Those events, then, or prophecies, 
which belonged to the revelation of God to the heathen, were written in 
the language of the then great heathen empire. They were for the 
world, and were written in the language common to the people of God 
and to the world, a language understood through all that then populous 
tract from the Persian Gulf to Damascus, the seat, in early times, of so 
many Christian Churches. The prophecies which bore especially upon 
Israel or the time of our Lord’s first Coming, were written in the lan- 
guage of the ancient Prophets. As a slight instance of the same ground 
of varying languages, Jeremiah wrote in Chaldee a single verse which 
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he gave to the Jews as an answer to the Heathen among whom they 
were 1, Thus shall ye say unto them, 


The gods who heaven and earth made not, 
Perish from earth and from under heaven shall they. 


These intersecting lines of arrangement and this hidden ground of 
order in the book of Daniel, in themselves, imply the oneness of the 
author’s hand. The book is arranged upon a real plan; its languages 
are chosen upon a distinct principle. Yet neither the ground of its 
arrangement nor the principle of the variation of the languages are 
explained in the book itself; nor are they obvious at first sight. Amid 
apparent want of unity on the surface of the book, there is a real unity 
in the whole, resting on the unity of the plan of the writer. 

Beside this, it has been noticed how the first part of the book prepares 
for what follows; how the subsequent parts look back to the first. The 
account of Daniel’s three years’ education in the wisdom of the Chaldees 
accounts for his falling under the king’s decree, that all the wise men 
should be slain; the mention of his three companions and their qualifi- 
cations in ch. i. is introductory to their elevation in ch. ii.; and both, 
to thelr accusation in ch. iii? The mention of the carrying away of 
the sacred vessels ch. i. is preparatory to the account of the desecration 
of them by Belshazzar. ch. v. The narrative of Belshazzar’s impious 
feast alludes throughout to points scattered over the whole previous 
history ; Daniel’s having been brought captive by Nebuchadnezzar from 
Judea; his wisdom, as acknowledged by Nebuchadnezzar, and as ascribed 
to the spirit of the gods in* him ; his being placed at the head of the Magi; 
Nebuchadnezzar’s exceeding greatness, his subsequent insanity as the 
punishment of his pride, and his restoration, upon his acknowledgment 
of the supremacy of God. The emphasis on the titles, “ Belshazzar the 
king of the Chaldeans was slain and Darius the Mede received the king- 
dom*‘,” alludes to the vision of the succession of empires, earlier and 
later in the book®. The chapter closes with the statement of the succes- 
sion of Darius the Mede, which prepares for the independent. history in 
ch. vi. The vision in ch. vii. is an expansion of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream. 
In the short authentication of the vision of the kings of Media and 
Persia and the king of Greece in ch. viii. Daniel expressly refers to the 
former vision®, The revelation as to the 70 weeks is related to have 
been communicated to him by Gabriel, whom, Daniel says, I have seen in 
the vision at the beginning", i.e. in ch. viii. as related. 

The contents of the prophecies are also progressive. The revelation 
in ch. vii. (as before said) is expansive of that of ch. ii. Ch. viii. developes 


1 Jer. x. 11. 211.49, is alluded to in fused obedience to him. 
iii. 12. as an aggravation of the alleged dis- sy. 11, 14, comp. iv. 8, 9, 18. [5, 6, 15. Ch.] 
obedience. Their accusers represent it as 4yv. 30, 1. [v. 31, vi. 1. Ch.] 
the greater ingratitude, that certain Jews, § ii. 39, vii, 5. 


(i. 3.) elevated so high by the king, yet re- S vii. 1. Tix. 21. 
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still more fully one part of that revelation, viz. the relation of the 2d and 
3d of those kingdoms, and most especially that point of deepest interest, 
warning, instruction of the Jews, the way in which the third kingdom, 
that of Greece, would, in Antiochus Epiphanes, try their faith for a time, 
and be brought to nought’. Ch. ix. in the prophecy of the 70 weeks, 
gives a summary of the trial-time before the Coming of the Messiah, fixed 
their expectations so that they should not look for it as near nor yet at an 
undefined distance, describes it as a time of mingled mercy and judgment, 
of mercy to the many with whom the covenant should be confirmed; of 
judgment, on Jerusalem. The xith chapter develops with great fullness 
certain prominent events in the relations of two kingdoms of Alexander’s 
successors, selecting those which most affected the Jewish people. 

The histories are also in like way selected with one object, the way in 
which the true God was glorified amid the captivity of His people in a 
heathen Empire. The relations in the first six chapters, differing as 
they do in kind, have this one end. God it is, Who gives knowledge and 
skill to the four youths above all the magicians and astrologers in the 
realm ?. God, from Whom Daniel obtains knowledge of Nebuchadnezzar’s 
dream®. He itis Who giveth wisdom to the wise and knowledge to them that 
know understanding*. Before Nebuchadnezzar Daniel depreciates him- 
self; this secret is not revealed to me for any wisdom that I have, more than any 
living®; he ascribes it wholly to the God in heaven that revealeth secrets ®. 
Nebuchadnezzar, at the end, acknowledges the God of Daniel, as™ God 
of gods and Lord of kings and a revealer of secrets. The delation of Shad- 
rach, Meshach and Abednego, as far as relates to themselves, ends simply 
in their restoration®; its main issue is the decree, that none in the 
whole empire should speak anything amiss against their God, because no 
other god can deliver after this sort®. In Nebuchadnezzar’s edict upon his 
restoration to reason, mention is made incidentally only of Daniel, and 
that, in the king’s appeal to him to explain the dream, not for any wis- 
dom of his own, but because the spirit of the holy gods is in thee®. With 
this the king begins and ends. The end of the relation, is that the king 
praises and honors the King of heaven and owns the justice of His ways”. 
The whole history of Belshazzar is God’s vindication of His honor against 
the insolence of the sensual prince. 

God it is, in sum, Who changes times and seasons”, Who removeth kings 
and setteth wp kings, Whose are wisdom and might; He it is Who giveth 
either to any who have either, whether it be His own servants or the 
Heathen king™. He delivereth those who trust in Him '*; His dominion 
is for ever; His kingdom on earth, not like the kingdoms of men indis- 
soluble™, The same is the manifest object of all the temporal revelations 
in the following chapters. 

In all those histories, moreover, the human agent is brought in without 
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his will; he speaks, but it is not by his own wisdom; or he is delivered, 
but it is not by his own strength; and then he retires from sight. Daniel’s 
exposition of Nebuchadnezzar’s first dream is occasioned by his being 
involved in the decree, which doomed all those, educated as he was, to 
die!; in the second he comes in obedience to the king’s edict”; in the 
third, he is called for through the intervention of the Queen-mother®*. 
To Daniel the historian it is all one, through whom God was glorified. 
Every thoughtful child has probably, on hearing the history of Shadrach, 
Meshach and Abednego, asked, “ Where was Daniel?” The history 
suggests but does not state the answer. Those only were punished, who 
were accused. Daniel's three companions had been promoted at the 
request of Daniel, not for any services of their own. With these the 
accusers began‘; they did not venture upon Daniel yet. It is no uncom- 
mon art of human policy to begin by attacking the inferior, in order to 
prepare the way for the real object, the destruction of one who stands in 
higher favor. The first attack is a test of the probable success of the 
later, and may be made with less risk. So then the glory came to God 
through the three youths, and Daniel, in noble self-forgetfulness, left 
unstated the grounds of his non-participation in their steadfastness. In 
the time of Darius, the attack upon Daniel seemed to be the safer, because 
his services had been to another dynasty. With this withdrawal of self 
coincides the character of the great revelations, of which he became the 
channel. The first most comprehensive revelation is given not to him- 
self, but to the Heathen king. Of this, he is but the expositor; of the 
rest, he is only the receiver; these too he does not understand, until 
they are explained to him. As to what is not explained to him, he is a 
vehicle to others of revelations, which are hidden from himself®. He 
returns from his revelations, in which God had shewn him somewhat of 
the fate of empires, to do the king’s business in the king’s palace; but he 
mentions even this, only because he had intermitted it, when sick by 
reason of the awfulness of the revelations.® 

— The character of Daniel himself runs one and the same through the 
book, majestic in its noble simplicity. As a revealer of God in a Heathen 
Court, and as raised to high dignity in God’s Providence for the sake of 
his brethren, he occupies, in this temporary dissolution of the political 
existence of his people, a place somewhat corresponding to that of Moses 
at the beginning. Like Moses, he was educated in the highest wisdom 
of a people famed for its wisdom. Even this likeness has its unlikeness. 
In Moses God manifested not His wisdom but His power. Yet, as the 


1ii. 14 sqq. Ziv. 8. sy. 10-12. rank than the satraps, and who stood in di- 
4iii. 8, 12. It is probable that the com- rect relation to the king, the “haddabere 
mand was purposely not extended to those malea,” “the king’s councilors.” Daniel 
in the position of Daniel. For in iii. 27. was one of these (ii. 49.) and, as such, cer- 
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wise of the Egyptians were put to shame by the power of God wherewith 
He clothed Moses the shepherd, so He paled the reputation of the wis- 
dom of the Babylonian Magi by His Spirit which He placed in the 
captive boy Daniel. But the resemblance lies only in the common 
principles of God’s Providence, whereby He, at extraordinary times, 
raises up, singly for the most part, extraordinary instruments of His own, 
to effect His Will. Man has but two great gifts of God to direct against 
Himself, wisdom and power. The conflict must ever lie in these. In 
Joseph the slave, and Daniel the captive, God put to shame Egyptian 
and Babylonian wisdom, in that through them He taught their mon- 
archs what their own wise men could not teach them. But therewith 
the likeness ended. Neither Joseph nor Moses are originals from which 
Daniel could (as men have said) be a copy?. 

The book of Daniel gives but a slight hint, that Daniel was formed 
amid suffering and privation, in that, in his person, the prophecy of Isaiah 
to Hezekiah was fulfilled ?, of thy sons which shall come from thee shall they 
take away, and they shall be eunuchs in the palace of the king of Babylon. 
Thither, with several other Jewish youths, he, himself of royal blood, was 
taken while yet a boy, and placed in the care of the chief of the eunuchs. 
His name was changed as well as those of his three chief companions; a 
badge of servitude’*, destined to obliterate the memory of their early 
home, and, in the case of these Jewish children, of their God. All of 
them had, before, borne names commemorative of their God. ‘‘*God_is 
my Judge.”  “*The Lord gave graciously.” “®Who is like God?” 
“TThe Lord helpeth.” *®Two of these, were changed into idol-names; 
“Servant of Nego,” and, perhaps “*Beltis preserve the prince,” any 
how, some compound of Bel. Nebuchadnezzar himself alludes to the 
signification and object of Daniel’s new name, ° Daniel, whose name is 
Belteshazzar, after the name of my god..He was probably now about 14. 
For Plato relates of the Persians, “ After twice 7 years have passed, those 
whom they call royal instructors receive the boy” to educate. The three 
years, during which he was to be taught the learning and tongue of the 
Chaldeans", would bring him to 17; but according to Xenophon ®, 16 or 
17 was the age of the adults, at which they entered upon the king’s ser- 


1 As Lengerke imagined. 

2Is. xxxix.7. It appears from their being 
put in charge of the master of the king’s eu- 
mnuchs. (Dan. i. 3.) Josephus relates it simply 
as a fact. Ant. x. 10. 1. 

3i,3.“ This is deemed by some a right of 
ownership; for, when they buy slaves, they 
change their names, that, even in the change 
of name, they might recognize their servi- 
tude.” Theod. “The master, having bought 
a slave, then, wishing to show him that he 
is master, changes his name.’—“ That the 
imposition of names is a symbol of master- 
ship, is plain from what we too do,” &c. S. 
Chrys. Serm. 12. in loc. N. T. Opp. iii. 121. 
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vice. As he was Saket Sete ee eae when 
Nebuchadnézzar was at the head of his father Na abopolassar’s army and 
was not as yet king, some time in the second year of Nebuchadnezzar 
coincided with the time when he was to stand before the king, entering 
upon his service. It was then in boyish faithfulness to the law of his 
God, SU cmeay ete refused_ the king's n meats ', which (as being con-— 
nected with idol-sacrifices, and the animal food fereue being killed with 
the blood) were forbidden to him by the law’. Hosea’s prophecy °, they shall 
eat unclean things in Assyria, shews how difficult it was to avoid them. God 
says by Ezekiel *, the children of Israel shall eat their defiled bread among the 
‘Gentiles whither I will drive them ; and Ezekiel protests to God, Ah! Lord 
God; my soul hath not been polluted. It was part of that simplicity of 
boyish faith, which is the herald of future greatness, that, in unc¢ompro- 
mising obedience to the law of his God, he, the soul of the action of his 
three companions, trusted that God would uphold his health and strength, 
as well well through Lo eee the forbidden food. He tells us that 
jt was so, as a simple: fact. Even now too God protects religious absti- 
nence. “I have remarked,” Chardin relates >*, “that the countenances 
of the Kechicks (kashishin, monks) are in fact more rosy and smooth 
than those of others, and that those who fast much, I mean the Armen- 
ians and Greeks, are notwithstanding very beautiful, sparkling with 
health, with a clear and lively countenance.” 

But whether God did unusually bless that meagre sustenance or no, 
boys do not foresee, that, amid abstinence from the vices which surround 
them, God gives powers of mind and body, which others, through sinful 

self-indulgence §, destroy in themselves. The faith was the same, in what- 
ever way God coord it. In that same strong faith, he, with his com- 
panions, obtained from God that hat_ knowledge “of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream 
and its meaning, which saved.him from death. In that same simple 
faith, in his advanced age, he continued, like the Psalmist’, to pray, thet 
times in the day, openly, when the penalty was the den of lions. |“ . gwd 

Yet with this uncompromising duty to his God, he shews, where he “/ ‘ 
may, a subject’s deference. What respectful tenderness there is in that 
explanation of the dream, whereby Nebuchadnezzar’s impending insan- 
ity was foreshewn to the king’. He sat astonied for one hour, and his 
thoughts troubled him. The king had to encourage him to speak ; 


ach, 


1)59N5 from the Persian. See further offered to the “Queen of heaven” in Jer. 
isn vii. 18, xliv. 19. were probably Babylonian. 
“ Judging it to be a defilement to partake of 
such things, since they, serving their idols, 
received for good cheer the portion set 
apart thence for them.” Polychr, 

2Tdol-sacrifices, Ex. xxxiv. 15. eating 
with the blood, Ley. xix. 26, &e. 

Six. 3. 4iv. 18, 14. 

5 MS. Notes in Harmer, Obs. 59. ii. 110. 

6Rycaut gives a horrible account of the 
pages at the Ottoman court. 

7Ps. lv. 17 8iv. 19. 


note A. atthe end. Itis clear from Dan. y. 
2-4. that the royal banquets were liable to be 
mixed up with idolatry. Libations of wine 
and offerings of a first portion (comp. 
anapxy, amapxecOar) to the gods were held 
far and wide to consecrate the meal, and so, 
being idolatrous, did to the Jews desecrate 
them. Hav. quotes Strabo (xvi. 3, 26.) alleg- 
ing that the Nabateans [Babylonians by 
origin, see on Obad. p. 242, 3.] offered liba- 
tions of wine to the sun. The 07333, cakes 


CHARACTER OF DANIEL. 87° 


amazed was he at such a reverse to such greatness. We almost hear the 
accents of tenderness and sympathy with which he spake. ‘With what 
gentle words does he exhort him to those acts of mercy and righteous- 
ness, whereby the chastisement might yet be averted!, Let gny counsel be 
acceptable unto thee—if it may be a lengthening of thy tranquillity. He longs 
that God may yet reverse the doom, which he had to announce,? The dream 
be to them that hate thee, if, by mercy to man, the king would but place 
himself within reach of the Mercy of God! To the impious Belshazzar 
he had to announce the imminent judgment of God; yet then too with 
what longing remembrance does he look back to the days of Nebuchad- 
nezzar, his greatness, glory, honor, humiliation, repentance*. Human 
greatness is, when unabused, a majestic sight; for ‘the powers that be, are 
ordained of God. They are reflections of His Supremacy. The greatness 
of Nebuchadnezzar was probably the more elevated, as being the first who 
changed the robber-tyrant-domination of Assyrian or Babylonian might 
into organized rule. Daniel’s admiration of that greatness, (uniformly as 
the gift of God,) shews itself alike in the explanation of his dream of 
that majestic statue which depicted his glory; in that of the hewn tree 
which betokened his extreme humiliation; and in the description of it 
to Belshazzar, when Nebuchadnezzar was with the dead, and his empire 
was within a few hours of its dissolution. The memory dwells in the 
mind of the aged scer, as of a glorious sight which had faded. Even of 
the weak king, who had let himself be entrapped into a law which con- 
strained the condemnation of Daniel, he dwells-on—all the good side, his _ 
reluctance to execute th ee, (which perhaps with safety to his throne 
he could oo Ta eee at it, his ineffectual desire to evade it, his 
one night’s repentance. They are few words of his own which he has 
preserved; but they are in the same gentle respectful tone ;*° Before thee 
also, O king, have I done no hurt. Yet the love of his home and of the 
ntry which God had chosen for His people, lived through all those i 
rears of a lifelong absence and greatness. We see it in the aged man of 
fourscore and three years, streaming back on that life of 69 years of exile. 
It is told us incidentally. But for the decree of Darius we should not 
have known it. ‘“® When Daniel knew that the writing was signed, he 
went into his house, and his window being open in his chamber toward 
Jerusalem, he kneeled upon his knees three times a day and prayed and 
gave thanks before his God, as he did aforetime.” What a yearning for 
the dust of the city of his God does there lie in those two words, toward 
Jerusalem ; what a life of longing prayer in those closing words, as he did 
aforetime. Yet he prayed toward Jerusalem, not simply as his native land, 
but in memory of the prayer at the dedication of the temple; ‘“’ Jf they 
shall bethink themselves in the land whither they have been carried captives, and 
repent and return unto Thee with all their heart—and pray unto Thee toward 
their land which Thou gavest unto their fathers, the city which Thou hast 
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chosen and the house which I have built for Thy name, then hear Thou their 
prayer, and forgive Thy people. 

That same earnest longing we see developed in that full and deep out- 
pouring of his soul?, when, in the first year of Darius, the 70 years of 
the captivity were all but accomplished; we see the intensity of his love 
for the city of his God, which with his bodily eyes he was no more to see. 
We hear it in words, which now too express the yearnings of the soul, 
longing for the restoration of one’s country or of the Church. One who 
could doubt their truth, knows nothing of prayer or of the voice of the 
soul. It were a psychological contradiction. We see that same logging 
again a little later, in the third year of Cyrus, in those unexplained 
words’, In those days I Daniel was mourning three weeks of days. The 
cause of the mourning is hinted in the subsequent vision, where Gabriel 
says*, The prince of the kingdom of Persia withstood me one and twenty days. 
It is related by Ezra‘; The people of the land hired counselors against them 
to frustrate their purpose all the days of Cyrus king of Persia. 

This love survived an unbroken political greatness of 70 years. The 
stripling of 17 sat in the king’s gate, (“in the Porte,” as we say, retaining 
the Oriental term,) President over all the Colleges of the wise men°, and 
of the whole province of Babylon. ® Daniel continued even unto the first 
year of king Cyrus, are the simple words; but what a volume of tried 
faithfulness is unrolled by them! Amid all the intrigues, indigenous, 
at all times, in dynasties of Oriental despotism, where intrigue too rolls 
round so surely and so suddenly on its author’s head; amid all the envy 
toward a foreign captive in high office as a king’s councilor; amid all the 
trouble, incidental to the insanity of the king or to the murder of two of 
his successors, in that whole critical period for his people Daniel con- 
tinued. We should not have had any statement of his faithfulness, but 
for the conspiracy against his life under the new Median dynasty which 
knew not those past years. 'The president and Satraps sought in vain 
to find any occasion against him concerning the kingdom; forasmuch as he 
was faithful, neither was any error or fault found in him. The picture is 
the greater, because the lines which mark it are so few. They are a few 
simple touches of truth. It is the fact, which is so eloquent. It is not 
the language of panegyric to say, Daniel continued, even unto the first. year 
of king Cyrus ; Daniel was in the gate of the king; this Daniel prospered in 
the reign of Darius and in the reign of Cyrus the Persian®. The force of the 
words is not drawn out; but, as perseverance is the one final touchstone 
of man, so these scattered notices combine in a grand outline of one, 
an alien, a captive, of that misused class who are proverbially the 
intriguers, favorites, pests of Oriental courts, who revenge on man their 
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illtreatment at the hand of man'; yet, himself, in uniform integrity, 
outliving envy, jealousy, dynasties ; surviving in untarnished uncorrupt- 
ing greatness the 70 years of the Captivity ; honored during the 48 years 
of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign ; doing the king’s business* under the insolent 
and sensual boy Belshazzar; owned by the conquering Medo-Persians; 
the stay doubtless and human protector of his people during those long 
years of exile; probably commissioned to write the decree of Cyrus 
which gave leave for that long-longed-for restoration of his people, 
whose re-entrance into their land, like Moses of’ old, he was not to share. 
Deeds are more eloquent than words. Such undeyiating integrity, 
beyond the ordinary life of man, in a worshiper of the One God, in the 
most dissolute and degraded of the merchant-cities of old, first minister 
in the first of the world-monarchies, was in itself a great fulfillment of 
the purpose of God in converting the chastisement of His people into 
the riches of the Gentiles. 

A self-laudatory school has spoken much of the laudation, as they 
call it, of Daniel, as being unnatural, on our belief that he was the author 
of the book. To me certainly much more striking is his reserve about 
himself. A chief statesman in the first Empire of the world, he has not 
recorded a single voluntary act of his own. Conceive any mere human 
writer, occupying such a position as Daniel had, a chief adviser of a 
great monarch, and a great protector doubtless of his people, saying not 
one word of all the toils, plans, counsels of those seventy years, nothing 
of the good which he furthered, or the evil which he hindered! And, 
amid this self-abnegating silence, what is the self-laudation? Literally 
this, that God gave him and his companions wisdom above the rest of 
the youths; that this was proved on their examination; that Daniel 
relates, in all simplicity, the Queen-mother’s account of the skill given 
to him by God in interpreting difficulties, which moved Belshazzar to 
send for him; that the envious Presidents could find no crime whereof 
to accuse him; that the angel Gabriel thrice spake to him, as greatly 


Tb. p. 287.) So Chrysaphius the Eunuch, the 
friend of Eutyches, was the author of the 
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beloved}. If not fact, this were blasphemy ; otherwise, how differs it from 
that touching title by which St. John loves to call himself, the disciple 
whom Jesus loved ? 

Whatever mention, however, Daniel makes of himself, (although not 
self-praise,) it is one and the same through the book; and so, even oppo- 
nents have acknowledged herein an evidence of its oneness. It is, in 
fact, unity amid diversity. 

There is another characteristic of true history, visible throughout the 
book, statements which need but can receive explanation. Daniel was 
not writing continuous history, but recording facts in which God's glory 
was manifested. As a contemporary writer, he presupposes that things 
would be understood, which then were notorious. He does not guard his 
relations; he does not explain more than is needed for his immediate 
end. Those for whom he immediately wrote understood him. To those 
of a later age those allusions, even if not understood, presented no diffi- 
culties; for the truth of the prophecies guaranteed their truth. These I 
will consider hereafter. Now, I will only say, that that free unembar- 
rassed style which troubles not itself about making clear its own truth, is 
visible throughout Daniel. 

It is equally conceded, that the language and style both in the Chaldee 
and Hebrew portions of the book are such as belong to one writer. Even 
De Wette ranks this uniformity among the proofs of its unity. “?The 
similarity of style binds together the Chaldee and Hebrew portions, not 
only in themselves but with each other.” 

ii. It is now conceded, that there are neither Greek words, nor Gre- 
cisms*, beyond the names of two or three musical instruments. In the 
ignorance of general philology at the close of the last century, words 
whose Semitic origin was not obvious, or which belonged to the Indo- 
European family, nay, some whose Aramaic origin is obvious, were 
assumed to be Greek. Kerads*, an indigenous Aramaic root, common to 
Syriac Chaldee Samaritan, was assumed not only to be from a common 
root with Kyptocw, but to be the very word; kerods® was to be the same as 
Khprs ; partemim® was to be mpériuoe (which is, of course, not even Greek 7,) 
pattish® to be réracoc; nebidsbah® to be vduioua ; pithgam™ to be géyua 
(none of which last Greek words would suit the meaning of the passages.) 
Then, among the names of musical instruments employed in Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s solemn dedication, mashrokhitha was to be obpryf ; sabka was not 
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to be, (what it was,) the original Semitic name which the Greeks, adopt- 
ing the instrument, pronounced cayuSixn, but was, despite of the Greeks 
themselves, to be the Greek word; soomphonia was more naturally 
thought to be cvupovia ; khitharos was probably «iapic, our “ guitar;” and 
pesanterin, paarjpor, Of these 9 or 10 alleged Greek words, (two are from 
the same root) improved philology swept away at once all which are not 
names of musical instruments; three roots belonging to the Aryan fam- 
ily, two probably being genuine Chaldee. Of the four musical instru- 
ments, mashrokitha has probably a common Sanskrit root with obp:yé, but 
is agenuine Aramaic word; sabka! is the Aramaic name of the instru- 
ment which the Greeks called cau$i«7, inserting the m, as the Zabians and 
Maltese? did in the Syriac aboobo, “reed pipe,” an insertion familiar to 
us in Horace’s “ambubaia’,”’ “female flute-player.” But the Greeks 
themselves say that the caufixy was “+a Syriac invention,” as indeed it 
has a Syriac, but no Greek, etymology. Now, whether there remain two 
or three musical instruments, this would be nothing more remarkable, 
than the corresponding fact, that Greeks imported Syriac or Hebrew 
names of instruments, together with the instruments themselves, as 
xvipa, vaBAa® We know that the Babylonians loved foreign music also, 
and that they saddened their Hebrew captives by bidding them, ® sing to 
their harps some of the songs of Zion. Isaiah, foretelling the destruction 
of Babylon, says, 'Thy pomp is brought down to the grave, the noise of thy 
viols. (nebaleica.) Babylon was a city of merchants*; she exulted in her 
ships®. Her manufactures found their way to Palestine in the days of 
Joshua!®, The Euphrates connected Babylon downward with India, and 
above even with Armenia™ and the line of Tyrian commerce, and, 
through Tyre, with Greece. Nebuchadnezzar had, himself, at enormous 
expense, connected it with the Persian Gulf, by a gigantic navigable 
canal”. We know the rival lines of commerce, that from Sardis by land 
across to Armenia™ and, beyond, to Susa; and that from Petra to Baby- 
lon‘, a transit both from Egypt’ and Tyre. Tyre again had its own 
Northern line, through Tadmor (Palmyra) to Tiphsach (Thapsacus) and 
thence Southward to Babylon®. ‘Thapsacus was the North-Eastern 
extremity of the kingdom of Solomon; and the line of commerce, for which 
doubtless he built or rebuilt Tadmor ’, was, at least, more than four cen- 


Sambuke and Barbitos and Magadis and 


18950 a “harp,” from Semitic 3D, ja. 
a? many others.” x. 3. 17, avAds is probably 


comp. Shabaka Ar. Melit. Zab. “intertwined ;” : 
D3, “net;” shabaka Ar. Shibke Melit. Id. from on, “perforated,” “ pipe or flute.” 


6 Ps. exxxvii. 2. Txiv. 11. 
8 Ezek. xvii. 4. 9Ts. xliii. 14. 
10 vii. 21. 11 Herod. i. 194. 
12 Rawl. Herod. Ess. 8. i. 512. The canal is 
shewn on Spruner’s map. 
13 Herod. v. 52. 
14Strab. xiv. 4,2. see on Joel iv. 10. p. 218. 


2amboob, Zabian; lenboob for el enboob, 
Melit. Ges. v. JIN. 

8 Hor. Sat. i. 2. 1. 

4Juba, Hist. Theatr. iv. in Athenzeus, iv. 
77. p. 391. Dind. 

§ from 31), 59). “Sopater says thatthe 


yéBAa too was a Pheenician invention.” (Ib. 
p. 390.) Strabo says, “some musical instru- 
ments have Barbarian names, Nablas and 


15 See Heeren, Ideen, ii. 127. iii. 402, 3. 
161 Kgs. iy. 24. [v. 4. Heb.] 
17 Th, ix. 18. 
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turies anterior to thisdate. The intercourse of Greece with Tyre, in Ante- 
Homeric times, is evidenced by the use of a Phenician or Hebrew word 
to designate “gold!” Asia, from the Tigris Westward, was systemati- 
cally intersected with lines of commerce. Sardis and Babylon were pro- 
verbially luxurious. It were rather a marvel, if the godden music-loving 
city? had not gathered to itself foreign musical instruments of all sorts, or 
if, in a religious inauguration at Babylon, all the variety of music which 
it could command kad not been united, to grace the festival and bear 
along the minds and imaginations of the people. The Greek names are 
but another instance of the old recognized fact, that the name of an 
import travels with the thing. When we speak of tea, sugar, coffee, 
chocolate, cocoa, cassia, cinnamon, tobacco, myrrh, citrons, rice, potatoes, 
cotton, chintz, shawls, we do not stop to think that we are using Chinese, 
Malay, Arabic, Mexican, Hebrew, Malabar, $8. American, Bengalee *, Per- 
sian words, and we shall continue to use them, even though they were 
originally misapplied, and we know that the word tobacco was the name, 
not of the plant but of the vessel out of which the natives smoked it. 
When Solomon’s ship brought him the peacocks, apes, ivory, almug or 
algum-wood, they brought with them also the Sanskrit and Malabar 
names of the ape, (which passed thence into Greek and our European 
languages) and of the Algum-wood; the Tamul name of the peacock, 
and the Sanskrit of the elephant‘. There is nothing stranger in our find- 
ing Greek instruments of music in Nebuchadnezzar’s time at Babylon, 
than in the Indian names of Indian animals and of an Indian tree hav- 
ing reached Jerusalem under Solomon. Perhaps there is a trace of the 
trade in female slaves, for which Pheenicia was early infamous, 900 years 
before Nebuchadnezzar, in the Pentateuch, there being no etymology for 
the Hebrew word “ concubine,” “ pilegesh,” or “ pillegesh,” in any Semitic 
or other Eastern language, while it is identical with the Greek 74AAqé, 
“maiden.” 

The Greek names of musical instruments being then only evidence of 
indirect commerce between Babylon and Greece, the evidence was to be 
eked out by calling them “*® Macedonian instruments.” In regard to 
“yesanterin,” this was to be proved, in that the Alexandrians, like the 
Dorians of old, are supposed to have changed the 4 into v; and so “ pes- 
anterin” might be a Doric or Alexandrian pronunciation of adrfp.ov, 
Only, in fact, 1) although the word yaArf#piov occurs in the LXX. and other 
Greek translations of Holy Scripture ®, and sometimes in classic authors 7, 


and Sanskrit “valgu-ka.” Scienve of Lan- 
guage, p. 203. The pronunciation in the 
Chronicles, (2 Chr. ii. 8, ix. 13. 11.) “algum,” 
is then nearer the original than that in the 
Kings, “almug,” 1 Kgs. x. 11, 12, 

5 Essays and Rey. p. 76. from Ges. v. 


Lxpvods from YI}; add apy, scymetar, 
from 3477; ura from Tan. 

21s, xiv. 4. "4 

8The authority, except for the Hebrew 
Arabic and Persian words, is Adelung. 

4See in Ges. v. An, ,3A, Da. Prof. 


Max Miiller approves of these etymologies 
and adds for the algum wood (which had 
hitherto baffled Philologists) the Malabar 


P70308. 
6See Tromm or Schleusner, sub v. 
7See Scott and Liddell, sub v. 
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the form pavtjpiov never does occur. The Greek translators of Daniel 
render “pesanterin” by padrjpiov, 2) If it had occurred, being a Doric 
form, it would have been obviously the Doric name for the instrument, 
Doric music being ancient and celebrated, whereas any special Macedo- 
nian music is unheard of. Nor is it likely that there ever was such, since 
we are here on later historic times, and we know, in detail, of Aolic, 
Doric, Ionian, Lydian, Phrygian music, and have no hint of Macedonian. 
The Dorians were, of old, established in Crete, with which both Assyria 
and Tyre were in proximate intercourse. A change of consonants which 
the Macedonians, (if it had been so,) would have retained from the Doric, 
could have been no proof that a word, had it existed, was not Doric but 
Macedonian. We might as well say, that any word which we retain in 
use from old French or Saxon, “ oyez” or “ yclept,” was a proof that any 
older writing in which it may occur belongs to the 19th century, not to 
the period from which itis retained. In truth, the n being pronounced 
against the palate like 1, only somewhat harder and lower, 1 and n are 
notoriously interchanged, not in Greek dialects only, but in all languages. 
It is one of the acknowledged changes in the Semitic dialects, both in 
themselves and with each other!, as it is between ourselves and the Ger- 
mans”. But 3) there is no proof whatever, that the Macedonians ever 
did substitute the n for the 1*. So then, as relates to “ pesanterin,” we 
have an imaginary dialectic variation to account for an imaginary Greek 
word, whereas the change is according to the recognized principles of all 
languages. 


1Gesenius, who y. }10203 accounts for word as wavrypuov. The change of A into v is 


the word in that “1 was changed into n after 
the manner. of the Macedonian dialect, 
which (dialect) was from the time of Alex- 
ander received among the Syrians and Alex- 
andrians,” accounts for it rightly under b; 
“] is not seldom hardened into n, as poy Ar. 
zanam, and in popular Arab. zanzala for zal- 
zala, earthquake; sansala for salsala, a 
chain: frequently in foreign words, as 
ig FDD from Padrjprov ; margonitho (Syr.) 
margelitha (Ch.) from papyapitns; Isrdin and 
Israil; Michain and Michail. Zab. Enshe- 
beth, for Elizabeth.” In Heb. we have 709; 


7} YNIs YNZ wNI: WHI Naw? 
navi, and also 172 (whence Dan. 737,) 
Targ. 1193 Bochart adds, (Phaleg p. 520.) 
api Ar, lakaba; lympha, viedn; lutra, 


évvdpis; pulmo, mvevuwrv. Ges. refers to 
Scheid in Diss. Lugd. p. 953. for instances 
within the Arabic itself. 

Zermel, ermine; kummel, cummin; him- 
mel, heaven; orgel, organ. 

3“ There seems to be no trace of any such 


not exemplified in any of the words known 
to be, or by Grammarians said to he, Mace- 
donian. Of the words in which it is exem- 
plified in profane writers, ¢ivrara: is pure 
Dorie; (Epicharmus fr.) yévto is Homeric; 
évOetv, Bévtictos are Theocritean; ¢ivtis 
(which Ahrens questions) is in Pindar; 
éévra is said to be Dorie by Grammarians. 
There remains, possibly to countenance the 
Macedonian theory, eAcdeva ; wmbaor in 
LXX. 1 Chr, xv. 16. But this, as you say, 
could only indicate a Dorie or Aolic affinity 
in the Macedonian dialect.” Letter of Rev, 
J. Riddell, Fetlow of Balliol. The reading 
éAecdeva is an accidental variation of the 
Vatican MS. of the LXX. The Alexandrian 
MS. has ’EAcgada; 15. others and the Compl. 
have A; inv. 21. conversely the Vat. MS. has 
alone ’Evd¢ava.as, 4, MSS. have, ’EAcdavatas, 
the Alex. Ald. xi. and 3 others have 
‘EAtdadadas ; 10 others have also the two A. 
Contrariwise, for the Hebrew Mikneahu the 
Vat. has MaxeAdAefa; another, KeAAda, v. 18. 
but all have the Hebrew n in y. 21. Such 
changes probably arose in copying from dic- 
tation and indistinct hearing. 
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In the “ Macedonian word, symphonia,” we have, further, an imaginary 
meaning! attached to an ordinary Greek word, and, because Antiochus 
Epiphanes is related to have danced in a wild way under the stirring of 
the symphony, “ concert,” of music, it is assumed that the “symphonia” 


was some one instrument, and that, Macedonian. 


In the absence of all 


evidence that the Greek word symphonia was ever used of any single 
instrument, German critics of the most opposite schools have found for 
the Chaldee instrument a not improbable etymology in Aramaic?. 


1Gesenius alleges two places of Polybius, 
as authority for a Greek instrument 
cuudwvia. In the one, it is manifestly 
“concert” (quoted by Athenzeus x. 52. p. 
439. Cas.) “The concert stimulating him, 
the king [Antiochus Epiphanes] jumping up 
danced and jested with the actors, so that 
all were ashamed.” The other is equally 
clear, with Athenzeus’ reading; “If he heard 
of any young men feasting anywhere, he 
eame in with a jar [of wine] and music, so 
that most, for the strangeness, rose and 
fled.” There is no other place where 
oupdwvia even seems to be a single instru- 
ment; and indeed the name contradicts 
that idea. In Latin S. Jerome corrects those 
who so misinterpreted the word in S. Luke 
xv. “Some Latins think wrongly that the 
symphonia is a sort of organ, whereas the 
concordant harmony in the praises of God is 
signified by this word. For ovudwvia is ex- 
pressed in Latin by consonantia.” (Ep. 2i. 
ad Dam. n. 29) S. Augustine in Ps. 41. ed. 
Bened. has symphoniaci, “a band of music,” 
not, as was of old read faultily, symphoniam. 
(Du Cange s. v.) Othersexplain the word of 
some one instrument, shewing by their con- 
tradictions that they had no certain knowl- 
edge. Isidore (Orig. ii. 21.) and Ugutio (Du 
C.) describe it as a drum; Glosses on Pru- 
dentius (A. D. 405,) sistrum or trumpet; 
Mamotrectus, “lyre;” others, “pipe.” Ven. 
Fortunatus (A. D. 580,) uses it in poetry for a 
powerful wind-instrument. Later, “sweet” 
is its epithet. (Nic. de Braya and Joh. 
Molinet in Du Cange.) Du Cange supposes 
the “chifonia”’ of old French poetry to be 
derived from it, (an instrument hung on the 
neck of itinerant minstrels.) Ib. Others 
identify the Italian sambogna. Menage 
(whom Gesenius quotes for this) says, “It is 
beyond question that sambogna is derived 
from Sambucina, diminutive of Sambuca; 
sambucina, sambuena, sampogna,” (le orig. 
deila ling. Ital.) In whatever way later 
writers may have understood the word, 
there is no evidence of any actual instru- 
ment called ‘“‘symphonia,” until times when 
it would be altogether a new instrument. 


Many repeat from Ges. as a fact, that “in 
Syria and Asia Minor it is called sambogna.” 
This could only be true of itinerant musi- 
cians; but it is without authority and prob- 
ably a mistake. In the passage of Polybius, 
I have supplied the only meaning which 
kepauiov can have, and which, in the Greek 
of Polybius, it may perhaps haye. There is, 
however, no instance in which. xepapuov, 
without the addition of oivypéy, oivov, is 
used of a jar of wine. It may, however, 
have been intelligible from the context, that 
the king brought it as his contribution to 
the feast. The xepatiov however of Diodo- 
rus (Exe. ii. 577.) is still more unintelligible. 
xepatvov is used of the hornlets of a prickly 
erab; of a slight projection of the uterus; 
but not as a diminutive of xépas, either asa 
drinking horn or as a wind-instrument. 
Hemsterhuis (on Lucian D. Dial. xii. p. 233, 
4.) referred to by Wess. on Diod. does not: 
even name it. 

2Meyer and Hivernick prefer the etymol- 
ogy from 90 “a reed;” “thence,” says 


Meyer, “ ENS (like psn from /17}) and 
then an adj. stat. emphat. wIy (the form 


of the word in Dan. iii. 10. Keth.) This is 
confirmed by the Copt. on8e arundo, [per- 
haps the original of cidwy siphon, tube, 
which has no satisfactory Greek etymology, 
tibia; and tibia itself is perhaps Semitic, as 
rohr (reed), rohrbein (thigh-bone), réhr- 
pfeife, a reed-pipe, also used of some organ- 


pipes. §1J5DI0 would be formed from 
this by the insertion of the 0, See above p. 
25. Fiirst, in like way, says of N1J53D, 


“since the Greeks themselves did not se 
name the instrument, it is perhaps Semitic.” 
He mentions the same etymology, as also 
another given by Meier, {0 cover (coll. Ar. 


tsofno or tsofono, a leathern vessel for wash- 
ing or drawing water: tsafno, tsofono, tsafna, 
a scrip or leathern tablecloth; tsafano, 
scrip;) then a Hebrew intensive adj. form 


‘15D resolved into 195°D. stat. emph. 


/ 
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Criticism then, as it became more accurate, retreated, point by point, 
irom all which, in its rashness, it had asserted. First, it gave up the 
so-called Greecisms; then that there were any Greek words in Daniel 
except three of the musical instruments ; then, that there was anything 
incredible in some Greek musical instruments being used at Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s solemn religious festival: lastly, this crotchet, that two of the 
musical instruments were Macedonian words, must give way likewise. 
Yet at each stage these pseudo-criticisms did their work. Those who dis- 
believed Daniel believed the authority of the critics. “To fix the time 
in which this chapter (i) was written we have a date in, the Greek [not 
Greek but Aryan] word ‘ partemin,’ according to which we can hardly go 


further back than the time of Artaxerxes Longimanus.” “?The use of 
the Greek [Aramaic] word ‘nebidsba’ leaves no doubt that this chapter 
(ii) must have been composed in the times after Xerxes.” And so on. 


I have treated this question of the mention of Greek instruments, on 
what I believe to be the only philosophical ground, the fact of an old and 
extensive commerce between Babylon and the West. “The name 
traveled with the thing,” is an acknowledged principle of philology. It 
needed not that a single Greek should have been at Babylon. Tyrian 
merchants took with them the names of the wares which they sold, just 
as our English merchants transmitted the names of our East Indian 
imports with them into Germany, or the Spaniards brought us back the 
American names of the products of the new world, or at this day, I am 
told, some of our Manchester goods are known by the name of their 
eminent manufacturer in Tartary, where the face of an Englishman has 
probably been scarcely seen. Yet the actual intercourse of the Greeks 
with the East is now known to have been far greater than was formerly 
imagined. Brandis thus opens his book “on the historical gain from the 
deciphering of the Assyrian inscriptions ;” 

“3 Long before the Greeks began to write history, they had, as friends 
and foes, come into manifold contact with the empire of the Assyrians. - 
That Assyria took part in the Trojan war, as Ctesias and others‘ related, 
no one would give out for an historical fact; but the battle and victory of 
Sennacherib in the 8th century B.C. over a Greek army which had pene- 
trated into Cilicia is fully attested by a relation out of the Babylonian 
history of Berosus*®. On the other hand, the extensive commerce of 
Greek colonies must not unfrequently have led Greek merchants into 
Assyrian territory. Did they not penetrate even to the inhospitable 
steppes of Russia on the Dnieper and the Don®? The most important 
however must have been the intercourse with the Assyrian provinces of 


$]D°D. Meier himself rightly regards this 8Histor. Gewinn aus d. Entziff. d. Ass. 


as improbable, although the Arabic mean- Insehrift. p. 1,2. 


ings, being unconnected with the others of 4 Diod. ii. oe e 

the root, are probably derived from some 5 Fragm. Hist. Gr. ed. Miller. ii. 534. 

other dialect. 6 Heeren’s Ideen. i. 920 sqq. [from Herod. 
1Bertholdt, Dan 2 6. p. 98. iv, 24. (see Rawl. on Her, iv. 17, T, iii. p. 14, 


2Ib, 27. p. 61. 16.) coll, Strab. xi. 21. 6.] 
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Asia Minor, especially with the countries bordering on the Black Sea and 
the Mediterranean, and certainly with Lydia also; which, as appears, for 
above 500 years until near the end of the 8th century B.C., was depend- 
ent upon Assyria!. In Cyprus too, where the Greeks traded and the 
Assyrians had established themselves even in earlier times, these nations 
must have come into manifold contact. That Greeks came to Assyria 
itself as merchants, must remain conjecture only; but certainly Esarhad- 
don who, first of the Assyrian rulers, had a paid army, was accompanied 
by Greek soldiers also on his marches through Asia’. Be this as it may, 
Anaximander’s map of the world* [he was born about 610, B. C.] implies 
an accurate acquaintance with the East. That the Westerns generally 
took more part in the revolutions of the East than we should have 
thought, appears from the fragment of a poetical address of Alczeus to his 
brother Antimenides, who had won glory and reward under the banner of 
Nebuchadnezzar *.” The name of Javan or Greece occurs in the inscrip- 
tions of Sargon among those from whom he received tribute®. We know 
that articles of luxury formed part of the tribute to Assyria®. Sargon’s 
statue found at Idalium commemorates. his expedition against Cyprus." 
More recently, Labynetus I. of Babylon had been present at the great 
invasion of the Lydians by Cyaxares’. It was no great matter for mon- 
archs who transported a monolith obelisk from Armenia’, and moved 
those colossal bulls®, and brought cedars from Lebanon”, to import a few 
Greek musical instruments. Either way then, whether as spoils of war 
or articles of commerce, Greek instruments of music might easily have 
found their way to Babylon. In the monuments even of Sennacherib, 
“the Assyrian Generals,” says Layard", are represented as “ welcomed 
by bands of men and women, dancing, singing and playing upon instru- 
ments of music.—We find from various passages in the Scriptures, that 
the instruments of music chiefly used on such triumphant occasions were 
the harp, one with ten strings, (rendered viol or lyre in some versions, but 
probably a kind of dulcimer) the tabor and the pipe; precisely those 
represented in the bas-reliefs. First came five men; three carried harps 
of many strings, which they struck with both hands ;—a fourth played on 
the double pipes, such as are seen on the monuments of Egypt, and were 
used by the Greeks and Romans. They were blown at the end like the 
flutes of the modern Yezidis, which they probably resembled in tone and 
form. The fifth musician carried an instrument not unlike the modern 


1 Niebuhr, Vorlesung. tb. alt. Gesch. i. 4Strabo, xiii. 3. 2. 
405. 5 Rawl. Herod. Essay vii. T. i. 474. 
2 Abydenus in Euseb. Chron. Arm. i. 53. §Ib. 465. Fox Talbot’s annals of Hsarhad- 


3i.e. the fact that he could construct a don in Journal of Sacr. Lit. N. 17. p. 72,3. 
map of the world. “Anaximander the Mile- Layard, N. and Bab. p. 356. 
sian, hearer of Thales, first ventured to 7 Her. i. 74. 8 Diod. ii. 11. 
depict the world in a map.” Agathemerus, ®See the description from the bas-relief in 
Compend. Geogr. in Hudson’s Geogr. V. Layard, N. and Bab. ec. 5. p. 104-114. or the 
Scriptt. T. ii. “He first described the cir- bas-relief itself in the British Museum. 
cumference of earth and sea.” Diog. Laert. 10 Tb. p. 118. 357. 644. Rawl. Her. i. 475. 
Let 11 Nin. and Bab. c. 20. p, 454. 
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Santour of the East, consisting of a number of strings stretched over a 
hollow case or sounding-board.” “The Santour of the East” was recog- 
nized by Gesenius as the Pesanterin! of Daniel. Even the two ways of 
spelling?, which occur in Daniel, recur in the modern Arabic instru- 
ment*, The Psaltery, as described by 8S. Augustine, corresponds with 
the “Santour,” as recognized by Layard on the bas-relief of Babylon. 
Bertholdt, who invented Grecisms for the book of Daniel, discovered 
also Rabbinisms, as he thought, but none which he could allege, It had 
been nothing surprising, if the Hebrew which Daniel spoke or wrote 
had been less pure than belonged to his age. First minister at a foreign 
court, using probably Aramaic as his ordinary language, diligently 
instructed in the Aryan language of the Magi, he knew Hebrew probably 
only from the reminiscences of boyhood, and from the study of the law 
and of the prophets who had been before him. - The use of Syriac or 
Median words belongs to his situation; they fit in with it. Bertholdt 
conceded thus much. “An acute enquirer of our time®,” he says §, 
“thinks it very conceivable that the language of Daniel, taught as he 
was in the language and learning of the Chaldeans, living under several 
Babylonian kings, under Cyaxares the Mede and under Cyrus the Persian, 
at court and in high office, might take precisely such a color, as to become 
unlike all other remains of Hebrew antiquity, and sink below the Hebrew 
of Ezra, Nehemiah and the book of Esther, although far older than it. 
But if Daniel’s intercourse with Chaldeans, Medians, Persians in succes- 
sion occasioned certain peculiarities in his diction, then the Hebrew style 
which we should expect would be one conforming to the language of the 
Chaldees, Medes and Persians. Chaldaisms, Medisms, Persisms could, 
accordingly, be nothing strange in the Hebrew portion of his book; the 
approximations of his expressions to Rabbinism must remain the mark 
whereby the later date of this book is quite clearly to be recognized.” 
A definite issue! But where is the proof? Bertholdt offered none. In 
his fuller introduction, he rejected the obvious remark of Statidlin which 
he had before admitted, dropped the imputation of Rabbinisms, but 
appealed to his own critical tact, that the Hebrew of Daniel must be 
two centuries later than Ezekiel, Jeremiah, or such Psalms as were 
written during or soon after the captivity. He himself, he says’, “could 
not support this by proof in that place, without taking up the room 
required for other more necessary investigations.” An “accurate critical 
history of Hebrew and of its development would,” he thought, “super- 
sede the necessity of appealing to his own philological feeling, and would 


1“the p being cast aside atthe beginning atabor, on which the strings rest in such 
(as talma for Ptolemy,) and in or i from the wise that when they are touched, being from 
end.” y. 770208. it set in a tremulous motion and from that 
F ete cavity gathering sound, they are made more 
with the © iii. 7. and the J) Ib. 6. 10. 15. sonorous; this wood the cithara has in the 


(varying inthe MSS.) ; ; lower part, the psaltery in the upper.” 
8It is written in Arabie with slight varia- 5Statidlin, Neue Beytrage, p. 115. 
tions, YYID, VOID, WIS, WiId, Way. 6Bertholdt, Dan. Einl. pp. 28, 9. 


tin Ps. 32.n.5. “That hollow-wood, like 7 Hinl. ins. A. u. N. T. 2388. iy. 1537. 
if 
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make it plain to sight, that the author of the last five chapters of Daniel 
must have lived a considerable time after Haggai, Zechariah, ‘and 
Malachi.” A commencement of such a history of Hebrew appeared 
two years later from one who shared all Bertholdt’s doctrinal prejudices ; 
but Gesenius! simply classed Daniel in the “silver age” of Hebrew, with 
Ezra, Nehemiah, the Chronicles, Esther, and some older books. The 
words, which he selects as characteristic of that age, occur chiefly in 
those historical books and in Ecclesiastes, some in Job; and but few in 
Daniel. Bleek, and De Wette, after a careful examination of the Hebrew 
portion of Daniel with a view to the question’, for the time distinctly 
renounced Bertholdt’s notion of the lateness of the style of Daniel; and 
Bleek seemed to think it a gain if anyhow the style should prove nothing 
one way or the other®. Even Ewald has no thought except of three 
marked periods of Hebrew writers‘; that before David; that before the 
Captivity; and the decline, upon and through the Captivity. He classes 
together the language of Ecclesiastes, the Chronicles, Daniel. 

It were an easy, but unsatisfactory, way, simply to shew that the words 
alleged by Von Lengerke®, and transferred thence to the Introduction of 
De Wette®, as far as they prove anything, coincide with the age and cir- 
cumstances of Daniel. This however would only have been an answer to 
the individual. I have therefore examined expressly for this object every 
notable word and idiom used in the Hebrew of Daniel, and have set 
down under four heads, 1) what is peculiar to Daniel; 2) what he has in 
common with the middle period of language, i. e. words or idioms, not 
‘occurring in the Pentateuch, but received in books free from the influence 
of Aramaic; 8) what Daniel has in common with the later writers, i. e. 
words or idioms which, in our remaining Hebrew, do not occur before the 
times bordering on the Captivity, as Jeremiah; 4) what, like other of the 
sacred writers of the same date, he has revived out of the Hebrew of the 
Pentateuch. The enquiry was simply historical, where any words or 
idioms employed by Daniel occurred in previous or contemporary He- 
brew’. There is, for the most part, little characteristic in any of this lan- 


1Gesch. ad. Hebr. Sprache u. Schrift. Leipz. 


1815. 

2“ Bertholdt and others maintained that 
the Hebrew of Daniel fell far below that of 
the very latest book of the O. T.; but Bleek 
has given up the ground, since we have no 
standard for the gradual decay of the lan- 
guage after the Captivity. I confess that a 
fresh comparison of the Hebrew style of 
the book, with a view to the present work, 
yielded few or rather no results. The style is 
sometimes careless and unclear (as ix. 26. 


oy) JN) xi. 6. 4/73) and has harshnesses 
(as xi. 7.99 for 19D dy): the idiom is also 
sometimes strange (as Dawn for ‘ peace’ 
xi. 6); else there is but little deviation ; es- 
pecially if one takes into account that the 


style is prophetic, to which belongs the use 
of the apoc. future, as (1939%)] WN Iw 
xi. 10.” Hall. Encye, 1813. Daniel, p. 10.) 

3Schleiermacher, &c. Theol. Zeitschr. ili. 
p. 596. 212, 3. In his posthumous Einleitung, 
he insists on the Greek musical instru- 
ments, but drops the subject of the style. 

4Ausf. Lehrb. d. Hebr. Sprache 1855. pp. 
22, 3. 

5D. Buch Daniel, 1835. pp. Ix. Ixi. 

6 They do not occur in his Einleitung ins. 
A. T. ed. iv. 1833. and are in the posthumous 
edition, 1852., probably in that of 1844. 

7See Note B at the end. I have not 
noticed idioms which, occurring through- 
out all periods of Hebrew, belonged to the 
unchanging store of the language. 
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guage. In very many words or idioms, which do not occur at an earlier 
date, there is no reason from the nature of the language, why they should 
not. The unchanging East has not our variations of language. The 
inhabitants of Mecca still speak, in its purity, precisely that same Arabic 
in which the Coran was written 12 centuries ago!. What is characteristic, 
however, falls in with the time of Daniel. 

1. It is manifest from that number of words or idioms peculiar to the 
book of Daniel, that, like every other Hebrew writer, he moulded the 
language in which he wrote, freely for himself. It is not the language of 
one, who writes after received models in a dead language. Like all the 
other sacred writers, he uses the language of those who went before 
him?. When describing a vision like one of Ezekiel, he uses language of 
Ezekiel. But he does not, in the least, copy the style of Ezekiel, and, in 
fact, his Hebrew is freer from unusual grammatical forms than that of 
Ezekiel. It could not have been formed upon it. 

2. It should be observed, how the style of Daniel varies with his sub- 
jects. One may say that there are four distinct styles in Daniel. a) The 
simple narrative, (as of c.i. and elsewhere.) b) The impassioned lan- 
guage of his prayer (c. ix.) with which his short thanksgiving in the 
Chaldee portion remarkably corresponds. Of the 4 verses of that thanks- 
giving, two are, for cadence and language, as remarkable as any in 
Hebrew’. c) The purely prophetic style of the prophecy of the 70 weeks. 
d) The condensed descriptive prophecy of c. xi., in which every phrase 
characterizes an event or a course of events, yet so that while we can 
now, with the light of history, identify the events, no one could, before- 
hand, make a history from them. The simplicity of the narrative, the 
pathos of the prayer, the solemn stateliness of the prophetic style, and 
the vivid condensation of this historical prophecy, combined in one, are 
no slight evidence of the grasp which the writer had of, the language 
wherein he wrote in styles so varied *. 

83. The Aryan or other foreign words occur almost exclusively in the 
Chaldee of Daniel, and, with one exception, they occur solely in his nar- 
rative. ‘That one exception is, that the technical word for the “royal 
meats,” “pathbag,” to which Daniel had been accustomed, is once 
repeated i in the same exact sense in the prophetic portion of the book®; 
but it is a word altogether naturalized in Syriac, and so probably in ike 


1 The late Professor Freytag (author of the 
Arabic Lexicon) told me this on the author- 
ity of an Arab, who, being too late for the 
solemnities of the Haj, remained at Mecca 
till the following year. 

2See Introduction to Hosea, p.16. Joel, p. 
143. Obadiah, pp. 344, 347, 1. Jonah, p. 378, and 
on iv. 2. p. 422. Introd. to Micah, pp, 6, 7. 

3 Dan. ii. 21, 22. vehoo méhashné ’iddénayya 
vézimnayya, méha’déh malkeen Gméhakeem 
malkeen ; yahéb chochmétha léchakkeem- 
een, imande’a Iéyidé’ei beeneh. hoo galé 
’ameekatha imésattératha, yada’ mah bach- 


Ashoka, oonéhira imméh shéra. 

4Hitzig, with his wonted arrogance to- 
ward the prophets, says, “The bare fact 
that the author meant to write Hebrew, 
throws off this garb on the first occasion, 
and writes Aramaic for 6 chapters together, 
without any ground, beyond the historical 
portion, proves that the Aramaic style 
suited him best, the Hebrew was burden- 
some to him.” Heidelb. Jahrb. 1832. p. 119. 
followed by Leng. p. xxxi. On the grounds 
of the_variation of the languages, see ab. 
pp. 81, 2. 5 xi. 26. 
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Aramaic of Daniel’s time, although unknown to the later Chaldee. Of 
all these foreign words it may be said, that they do not enter into the pro- 
phet’s ordinary style, nor do they in any way influence it. All of them 
are technical names}, relating to foreign offices, dress, food, musical instru- 
ments, which Daniel had occasion to speak of, and without which he 
could not describe what he had to describe. He uses foreign names of 
foreign offices, just as we have received into English the Arabic names, 
Caliph, Sultan, Vizier, Emir, Cadhi, &c. or the Persian Pasha. Up to the 
time of the captivity there were in Hebrew two foreign names of offices 
only, one as old as Solomon, the etymology of which is lost, (Pechah?) 
the other from the time of Isaiah®. To these, Daniel, from his situation 
in the Babylonian Court, adds eight more, two of which only are men- 
tioned elsewhere in Holy Scripture; “Satrap” in Ezra and Esther; 
“treasurer” in Ezra only, and witha different pronunciation. Daniel’s 
word, gedabar, could not have been taken, (as some theorized) from Ezra; 
for in Ezra, as in Syriac, it is gidsbar. They are probably dialectic differ- 
ences. Another Aryan word of the same class, partemim, nobles, occurs 
in directions given by Nebuchadnezzar, and is probably employed as 
having been so used‘. It is twice used in the book of Esther of Persian 
nobles, but was unknown in Syriac, and occurs once only in Chaldee, 
being retained out of the Hebrew in one of the two passages of Esther. 
Names of dress are more likely to survive; and so two out of the three 
Aryan terms in Daniel lived on in ordinary Syriac®; the 3d is retained 
out of the Chaldee in the Syriac translation of Daniel, but disappeared 
out of the language; a fourth name of dress, probably Aramaic, was 
lost. The Chaldee as well as the Syriac retained the name of the Greek 
instrument kathros; else the Chaldee retains even fewer of these terms 
than the Syriac. It has been noticed how this use of Aryan words exactly 
corresponds with the situation of Daniel®. Those who invent a later date 
for the book of Daniel can attempt no real explanation how a Jew who, 
according to their hypothesis, lived in Palestine about 163 B. C., should be 
acquainted with Aryan words, which related to offices which had long 
ceased to exist, or to dress which no one wore, words which were mostly 


1 Officers, Hammelzar, (Dan. i. 11, 16.) ach- 
ashdarpenin, (Dan. iii. 2, 3, 27. vi. 2, 3, 4, 7, 8; 
in Heb. Ezr. viii. 36. Esth, iii, 12. viii. 9, ix. 3.) 
gedabar, (Dan. iii. 2, 3; gidsbar, Ezr. i. 8. 
Heb. vii. 21. Ch.) dethabar, Dan. Ib.) sarca, 
(Dan. vi. 3, 4, 5, 7, 8.) Aryan. Tiphtayya, prob, 
from a root now only in Arab. (Dan. iii. 2.) 
haddaberin, (Dan. iii. 24, 25. iv. 33. vi. 8.) 
adargadserin, (Dan. iii. 2,3.) Aramaic. Dress, 
Sarbal, (Dan. iii. 21, 27.) pattish, (Dan. iii. 21.) 
hamnuk, (Dan. y. 7,16, 29.) Aryan: carbal, 
(Dan. iii. 21.) probably Aramaic. Food, path- 
bag, Aryan. (Dan. i. 5, 8, 13,15. xi. 26.) Mu- 
sical instruments, karna, mashrokitha, sabka 
(iii. 5,7, 10, 15.) and probably sifonia (iii. 10.) 
or soomfonia, (Dan, iii. 5, 15.) Aramaic; 


kithards and pesanterin, (iii. 5, 7, 10, 15.) 
Greek. I haye not counted the word pith- 
gam, “word,” in the Chaldee of Daniel, be- 
cause, although Aryan originally, it was 
naturalized in all Aramaic, and is one of its 
most common words. It occurs in the Chal- 
dee of Daniel, not in his Hebrew, as it does 
in that even of Ecclesiastes (viii. 11.) and 
Esther (i. 20.) 

2See Note A at the end. 

3 Is. xli. 25. prophesying of Cyrus. 

4Dan. i. 3. In Esther i. 3, vi. 9, it is used of 
Persian nobles. 

5 see Note C. 

®Delitzsch in Herzog’s Real-Encyclop. vy. 
Daniel, p. 274. 


SUITED TO HIS TIME AND CIRCUMSTANCES. 101 
obliterated from Aramaic, which (as far as they survived) were inherited 
only from Daniel’s text; and several of them were misunderstood or not 
understood by Aramaic translators, or by Jews who, on the unbelieving 
theory, were almost his contemporaries, and yet these words have been 
verified to us by the opening acquaintance with the Aryan languages. 

I will add here, how four Syriac words which have been singled out by 
the opponents of Daniel as being, in some way, marks against his Hebrew, 
fall in with his situation. 1) Aphadno, “his palace.” The word survived 
in heathen! and Christian? Syriac as well as in the translation of the 
Scripture’, and was also, in a slightly varied form‘, probably introduced 
into Arabic from the Syriac. It must have been known in Mesopotamia, 
since it became the name of a place, Apadnas®, near Amida on the 
Tigris. But it was wholly lost in Chaldee®, was unintelligible to all the 
Greek translators’, and, was rendered in the Syriac translation not accord- 
ing to the meaning of the actual Syriac word, but according to the com- 
mon meaning of padan’, which forms part of the name Padanaram. 2) 
Ashaph, which occurs in the Chaldee’, as well as the Hebrew” of Daniel, 
occurs in no other Hebrew or Chaldee. Many as are the Hebrew names 
of those who, in different ways, used divination, this name occurs no 
where in Holy Scripture, except in Daniel. It is a common Syriac term, 
and probably represents some character of Aramaic divination, with which 
Daniel became acquainted in Babylon. 8) Rasham, (we know from the 
Chaldee of Daniel) was the official term used of the king’s signature", 
which, when it was affixed, was, according to the Medo-Persian law, 
unchangeable. Daniel uses it alike in his Chaldee and Hebrew of that 
which was written irreversibly. 4)  Palmoni, “a certain one” is remark- 
able as, apart from one passage of Daniel, only occurring as a very rare 
Syriac word. It was formed out of two Hebrew words which survive only 
in conversations recorded inthe Old Testament’. In Syriac also, as 
Theodoret attests, it still, in the 4th century, survived in the spoken lan- 
guage’*, Else, except in one passage, it was lost from the written language 


1Chron. Edess. in Ass. B. O. i. 390, 1. Ges. 
See note of Ass. p. 392. 


1220f the writing on the wall, Dan. v. 24, 25. 
Ch.; of that “written in the Scripture of 


2Assem. Acta Mart. i. 166. 8. Ephr. ii. 393. 
iii. 220, in a quotation as if from Holy Scr. 
(Bernstein Coll.) 

8In 1 Chr. xv. 1. Eccl. xxi. 5. for oixos 
wmepnpavov, Ges. 

4phadano, “a palace built aloft,” phaddana, 
“built such a palace.” (a denom.) 

5Procop. de edif. Justinian. ii. 4. Reland 
p. 571. 

6It remains only in one proyerb, and a 
doubtful reading, Jer. xliii. 10. Buxt. p. 181. 

7The LXX. omit italtogether; Theod. has 
Apadano or Ephadano; Aq. Aphadano; 
Symm. inmocraciov avtod, “his stable;” S. 
Jer. (in Greek) “ his throne.” 

8 “a smooth place.” Pesh. Dan. xi: 45. 

9 Dan. ii. 10, 27, iv. 4. v. 7, 11, 15. 

10 j, 20, ii. 2. 11Dan vi. 9, 10, 11, 13, 14. 


truth,” Dan. x. 21. Heb. 

13 Ruth iv. 1.1 Sam. xxi. 3. 2 Kgs. vi. 8. 

14Theodoret, explaining the word ¢eApwri, 
as retained by Theod?. (as also by the LXX. 
and Aq.) T6v tiva, “such an one,” adds, “The 
Syrian language, which ig akin to the He- 
brew, attests this.’ Barhebreeus too (about 
A. D. 1270) still used the word which he 
wrote as in Daniel, (in his Scholia on 2 Kgs. 
vi. 8.) for the common Syriac word “ phelon.” 
(Bernstein from Vat. MS.) But the Peshito 
does not use it for the Hebrew phrase, and 
in Daniel the orthography is corrupted into 
“phelumene,” (transposing the u) as would 
happen in a word not belonging to the 
written language. The Arabic has folo, 
folano (span. fulano,) folaniyyo. Freyt. Lex. 
lil. 372. 
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and disappeared from the native Dictionaries. It was then doubtless part 
of the Aramaic, as spoken in the time of Daniel. 

The modern opponents of the book of Daniel have been constrained to 
admit that the Chaldee of Daniel is nearly identical with that of Ezra, and 
is as distinct as his from that of the earliest Targums. The Aramaic of 
Ezra consists chiefly of documents from 536 B. C. the 1st year of Cyrus to 
- the 7th year of Artaxerxes Longimanus B.C. 458. The documents are, 
a decree of Cyrus embodied in one of Darius Hystaspes'; two letters of 
Persian Officials to the kings?; rescripts of Pseudo-Smerdis*, Darius 
Hystaspes‘, and Artaxerxes®. The first series is knit together by a short 
historical account in Aramaic by a contemporary®. Of the documents, 
the rescripts were probably written in Aramaic, it being the custom of the 
Persian kings to have the letters written to each people in his own lan- 
guage’. If, moreover, they were translations at all, they would probably 
have been translated into Hebrew, the language of the rest of the 
book of Ezra. This Aramaic then is anyhow the Aramaic of the first 
half of the 5th century before our Lord; most of it probably is original 
Aramaic of persons not Jews. Some of Daniel’s Aramaic is stated in his 
book to have been written in the first year of Belshazzar’, about 542 B.C., 
6 years before the earliest of the documents in Hzra, and some 64 
years before the latest. The great similarity between the Aramaic 
of these writings is such as one should expect from their nearness; 
at the same time there is variation enough utterly to exclude any 
theory that the Chaldee of Daniel could have been copied from that 
of Ezra. 

On the other hand doubtless the practice of delivering orally transla- 
tions of the Scriptures read in the Synagogues, began in the time of 
Ezra®. It is certain, moreover, that these were not left to the arbitrary 
or extempore efforts of each officer in each synagogue. The Turgeman 
was not to be under 501°; his was one of the most honorable offices in the 
Synagogue". The paraphrase was learned by heart”. The instances of 
the paraphrast’s expanding the text, while he translated it, are obviously 
exceptional *. The Talmud speaks of the Targum as an authority, with- 
out which this or that passage could not be understood *; which, of course, 
implies an old and, in their opinion, certain tradition from times nearer 
the living language. In reference to the Paraphrases of Onkelos and Jon- 
athan, they explicitly say, that they received them from those before them", 


« 


1 Bar. vi. 3-5. Ziv. 11-16, v. 7-17. B“The Targumist, or interpreter, some- 


Siv. 17-22. 4yvi. 6-12. times used a license of expatiating: in- 
5 vii. 12-26, 6y. 4, stances of this are Hier. Bice. f. 65. 4. Sanh. 
7 Esth. iii. 12. viii. 9. 8 vii. 1. f. 20. 3. Bab. Berach. f. 28. 1.” Lightfoot 


9 Neh, viii. 8. Buxt. Tiber. c. vii. p. 34. Horee Hebr. ad Matt. iv. 23. Add ad Lue. iy. 16. 


10 Juchasin, f. 44. 2. Buxt. Lex. p. 2644. 

1 Zunz gottesd. Vortr. d. Juden p. 332. 

12Zuanz p.8. quoting Mishna Megilla ec, 4. 
25.10. Tosefta ib. c. 3. j. Megilla 4. 1. Megilla 
f. 24. a. Sota. f. 39. b. 


14 Hott. Thes. phil. p. 256. 

ub“ R, Jeremiah, or, as others, R. Chaiiah 
B, Abba, says, ‘The Targum of the Law 
Onkelos the proselyte spake it from the 
mouth of R. Elieser and R. Joshua; the 
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Jonathan lived a little before our Lord'; Onkelos was a pupil of Gam- 
aliel’, and so lived about the same time. The Chaldee which they 
represent was certainly anterior, probably long anterior, to themselves. 
For the Chaldee Paraphrases had doubtless taken a definite form, before 
the Greek translation was ventured upon. Afyhow, it is probably prior 
to the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, who died 163 B.C., certainly not 
much later than his date. The question then, which any opponent of 
Daniel has to solve, is this, “whence this marked agreement between the 
Aramaic of Daniel and Ezra, and this marked difference of the Aramaic 
of both from that of the Targums of Onkelos and Jonathan?” Men are 
dishonest to themselves and to others, when they try to escape from this 
broad question under cover of the dust of other counter-questions. 
Such questions as, “why was not the Aramaic of Daniel more 
pure, if his, seeing that he was taught it in a king’s court?” 
“*Why does not the Aramaic of Daniel and Ezra vary more, seeing that 
it is a Jewish patois which was formed at Babylon, and that it is the char- 
acter of all patois to vary?” ‘“°® Why does the Aramaic of Daniel and 
Ezra vary at all?” ought to receive and can receive their answer; but 
they do not touch the real question. The answers in brief are, 1) Daniel 
was taught the learning and tongue of the Chaldzans®,i.e.an Aryan dialect 
and an Aryan literature, which the Chaldees brought with them, not 
Aramaic, which Daniel himself distinguishes from it’. 2) The assertion, 
that the Biblical Aramaic is a patois, is simply an assertion. It does not 
follow that the Aramaic of Daniel and Ezra is less pure than that of 
Onkelos and Jonathan, because it is different. The Aramaic of Daniel 
and Ezra is the Aramaic of Babylonia; that of Jonathan and Onkelos, the 
Aramaic which developed itself in Palestine. A certain number of defi- 
nite Hebrew inflections (if swch) would not make a patois. 3) The slight 
variations between the Aramaic of Daniel and Ezra are in conformity with 
their slight difference of age. But these are petty surface-questions. The 
question as to the book of Daniel, (it must always be borne in mind,) lies 
only between the real date of the old age of Daniel, about the middle of 
the 6th century, B. C., and the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, 164, B.C. ; 


Targum of the Prophets Jonathan B. Uziel 
spake it [ultimately] from the mouth of 
Haggai, Zachariah and Malachi.” Megilla 
ec. 1. f. 3. 1. Wolf de nom. et orig. Targ. B. H. 
ii, 1138. 

1“QOur Rabbins taught; ‘ Hillel the elder 
had 80 disciples, of whom 30 were meet that 
the Shechinah should rest upon them, as on 
Moses.—The greatest of all of them was 
Jonathan B. Uziel.’ Bava Bathra ¢. viii. p. 
134. Succa f. 28. in Wolf ii. 1159. Hillel 
taught about 32 B. C. Id. 

2 Wolf ii. 1148. 

3 Bleek in Schleierm. ZS. Th. iii. p. 214. In 
his (posthumous) Einleitung, Bleek had ig- 


nored the whole argument from language. 
pp. 557 sqq. 

4 De Weitte, Hinl. 1833. p. 322, In his Einl., 
1852 ed. 7. De Wette condensed his state- 
ment into the two words, “ grounds of spuri- 
ousness lie in the corrupt Hebrew and Chal- 
dee,” without alleging an instance of the 
corruptness of the Chaldee. p. 346. 

5Hitzig Heidelb. Jahrb. 1832. ii. p. 119. 
Lengerke (p. xxxi, ii.) sets, side by side, the 
two contradictory arguments of Hitzig and 
De Wette. 

6 Dan. i. 4. What we call Chaldee, the 
Jews in ilezekiah’s time, (Is. xxxvi. 11.) 
Daniel, Ezra, (iv. 7.) call Arameean. 7 ii. 4.. 
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a distance of 370 years. No one pretends that any intermediate date is 
possible. His prophecies are as detailed in the latter as in the earlier 
part. Either all must be prophecy, or all must be fiction, the relation of 
the past in the form of prophecy. All petty questions then, “*how long 
the language, as we find it in Ezra, lasted,” are but dust in people’s eyes; 
for no one imagines that it lasted to the 2d century, B.C. If the Aramaic 
of Daniel had been an imitation of Ezra, it must have been like Ezra; 
whereas the resemblance is in principles, not in details; the variations are 
such as never could have occurred, if the one had imitated the other. It 
is absurd e. g. to suppose that one, meaning to copy the style of another 
in order to make his work seem to belong to the age of the writer whom 
he copied, half-copied an idiom of that other, which lay before him. The 
slight variations in a phrase, when both are correct according to the prin- 
ciples of the language, imply that each writer had an independent know- 
ledge of the language, and wrote independently. 

In the earlier stage of the controversy, it was assumed, on both sides, 
that those nice shades in certain forms of speech, which separate Biblical 
Aramaic from the Aramaic of the Targums, were Hebraisms. All which 
was said about “impure,” “ corrupt,” Chaldee, “patois,” &c. presupposed 
this. Some of those forms might be Hebraisms. It has been recently 
pointed out, in a very careful analysis’, that this was a superficial solution, 
since some of the principal variations are forms which do not, or scarcely, 
occur in Hebrew. There must then be some wider solution, which shall 
take in the non-Hebrew variations. The diligent and accurate author of 
that Essay pointed out that they could be accounted for on no other 
ground than that such was the Aramaic of the period. He noticed also, 
that some of these variations are to be found in West Aramaic or Syriac, 
indicating that, in the time of Daniel and Ezra, the Western and Eastern 
Aramaic were not so much separated, as they were subsequently. With 
this it agrees, that many of these peculiarities of Biblical Chaldee occur 
in Samaritan also, which, although the extant memorials are not earlier 
than the Targums, still, on account of the severance of the Samaritans 
from the Jews, must be pretty nearly the Chaldee which they brought 
with them from Eastern Mesopotamia, some dialect of Aramaic, 

I can here but give (as I am permitted to give) an epitome of those 
condensed observations, referring to the treatise itself for details, as also 
for the proof that these variations are not Hebraisms; adding only, which 
of these variations are found also in Samaritan. 

The differences of the Biblical from the later Aramaic belong, in the 
main, to an earlier stage of language. 

1) In the Chaldee of Daniel and Ezra, the stronger aspirate 2 is used, 
where, in the Chaldee of the Targums, it is nearly effaced. This occurs 
so manifoldly, as evidently to involve a principle of language. It is found 


1 Bertholdt, Hinl. p. 1527, J. Me. G. (I am permitted to say, the Rey. 

2In a condensed essayon “The Chaldee J. Me. Gill,) who has kindly supplied me 
of Daniel and Ezra” in the Journal for with some additions, marked “Mc. G. MS.” 
sacred Literature, Jan. 1861. pp. 373-91.by ed. 2. 
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in the characteristic letter of three conjugations!; in verbs, whose last 
letter it is?; in infinitives of derived conjugations*®; “in the feminine of 
participles always in Daniel, in adjectives usually*”, in the emphatic 


11) Hafel, Afel; “in 97 cases, (80 in Daniel, 
17 in Ezra,) whereas there are, of Afel, only 
2 cases in Daniel, 1 in Ezra.” “In 35 other 
eases, this 7] is retained after the prefor- 
mants of the future and participle, while in 
23 it is dropped.” “In Hebrew, there are 
but 7 cases in which the 7 of Hijfil is re- 
tained after the preformative ; and of these, 
6 are in °9,” kal being lost, “wim? 1 
Sam. xvii. 47, Ps. exvi. 6; mm Ps. xlv. 8; 
Neh. xi. 17; TN Ps. xxviii. 7, , ash WT Is. 


lii: 5,” comp. 0.7, Joseph, Ps. Ixxxi. 6. 
Ms pita Ez. xlvi. 22, stands alone. “In 
the Targums, the 77 is in no case retained 
in the regular verb,” although “in verbs ‘9 
it is very frequently employed in the present, 
and retained ‘in the future and participles. 
This is occasionally the case also in verbs 
5, and with some verbs 3.” Ib. 382, 3. 
“It occurs also in verbs Jy), espec. in bby 
Af. fut. Oya. ”» Mc.G. MS. In Samaritan, 
Hafel is frequent. “In no conjugation did 
the Samaritans come nearer to the Hebrew 
forms, than in this (Afel ;) and first, the in- 
stances of the 7} are most frequent; not 
only in words beginning with }), where the 
weakness of the letter might seem to occa- 
sion the change, but in many others also.” 
Uhlemann, Gram. Samar, ? 23. The word 
pr is adopted as a whole in Syr. and 
Arab. The Samaritans have both jos Uhl. 
Gr. 2 27. and jan Id. Lex. p.5. “It occurs 
also in the proper name jm Esth. i. 10, 
and in Sy30 me) Gen. xxxvi. 39.” Me. G. 
MS. This last instance shews how old it is 
in the language. It is there an Edomite 
name, which does not recur until Neh. vi. 
10. The ease is different as to Onn. because 
although, in reality, the Hifil from 55n, 
the 7} was early treated as a radical. Hence 
Ayon, in Jud. xvi. 10, 13, 15, as well as, in 
later times, yan Jer, ix. 4, and a Piel 
onan in 1 Kings xviii. 27- On the varia- 
tions of orthography in MSS, see Réd. 
Ges. v. 557. “Tn the verbs [D> Depts ie 
late Targum of Jonathan on the Pent. 
retains 7} much more frequently than On- 
kelos, and more regularly than even the 
Samaritan; e. g. Gen. i. 24, Onk. pan IPs: 


Jon. pain, Sam. pan. And so in Haf. 
for Af. Gen, xxxviii. 24, Onk. NPS: Jon. 


‘Ib. 386. 


NPI, Sam. TINIPSN; Ex. xxix. 46, 
Onk. Mpa, Jon. Mpdi Sam. Nps. 
Yet Jon. has sometimes (though rarely and 
exceptionally) &, where Onk. has 7]; Gen. 
xij-r.39;, “Onl. pont, Jon. DUS; Ex. 
xxxiii. 12, Onk. AYN, Jon. AYN; 
and y. 13, Onk. ym, Jon. TS, &e.” 
Mc. G. MS. [On Sam. see Uhl. p. 59.] 

2) “ Hithpeal and” 3) “ Hithpeal occur 18 
times in Daniel, 4 times in Ezra. On the 
other hand, eth is used 6 times in Daniel; 
li. 45. iii. 19. iv. 16. vi. 8. vii. 8,15. In 4 of 
the 6 cases in Daniel, the punctuation is DN 
as in Syriac.” “The same word occurs with ; 
DIN il. 45. nn ii. 34. In iii. 19, both the 
forms occur in different verbs Sonn and 
UAW. » Ib. pp. 384, 5. In Samaritan, both 
forms are common. “Since the Samaritans 
often interchange & and 7, forms result like 
the Hebrew Hithpael. But although in some 
words these forms are to be accounted as 
Ethpael, yet in others, where there is no 
trace of Pael in Samaritan or of the corres- 
ponding Hebrew form, they must rather be 
considered as belonging to Ethpeei, as, 
ypanwn swear. Gen. xxv. 33.” Uhl. 2 20. 

2 see pp. 107, 8 ‘ 

3“Tn Daniel 20 times, in Ezra 4 times; 
with §& once only in Daniel, ii. 24. in a word 
written with 7, Ib. 12. vii. 16. twice in Ezra,” 
In Samaritan, the infinitives of all 
the derived conjugations end in 7. 

4Id.ib. “In the Targums 77 is only used 
after 8%; in Biblical Chald. there are, in sub- 
stantives, adjectives, participles, 62 instances 
in Daniel, 8in Ezra, Three nouns are writ- 
ten both ways in Dan. ; (vii. 12, and iv. 24; 
yil. 6, 7, and iy. 13; ii. ‘40, and 42.), one in 
Ezra (iv. 10, 15.). Other variations are, 
ulate fy) adv. Dan. 6 times, Sao adj. Dan. 
vy. 12, and the numerals mH ady. Dan. 3 
times, Ezra twice; Sain) adj. Dan. twice, 
Ezr. once; nndA Dan. 5 times, Ezr. vi. 15; 
son Ezr.' vi. 4? Ib. 386. In Samaritan, 
“ the feminine ending, in far the most cases, 
is 71, especially such feminines as are formed 
from masculines; not a few end in } or”. 
[for 3, .]” Uhl. 241. $& is not a Samari- 
tan feminine ending at all. “In the Palest. 
Targg., and especially in that on Proverbs, 
the fem. of participles is often formed by 
(not.&); e. g. Prov. i. 21, vili. 2, TYEE 5 v. 16, 
ix. 13, NYT ix. 14, 7 &c.” Me. G. MS. 
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form, which in Chaldee represents the Article!; in the pronoun I’; and 
three particles’. All these peculiarities occur in Ezra as well as Daniel, 
and with the remarkable agreement in both, that, although in a lesser 
degree, they do use the later forms also. The language, then, was appar- 
ently still in an unfixed state. They are not Hebraisms, because many of 
the forms do not belong to Hebrew; all occur in Samaritan. It is a law 
of all language, that gutturals weaken, as time goes on. 

2) Two conjugations, which still existed in the time of Daniel and Ezra, 
were, the one mostly ‘, the other wholly ® effaced; and a conjugation * was 
formed, unknown to Biblical Chaldee. 

3) A fuller orthography, implying a more prolonged pronunciation of 
vowels, (Daveed for David,) has long been recognized as belonging to the 
later Hebrew of the O. T. The same difference, though more extensive, 


is observed between the Biblical Chaldee and the Targums’. 


1“ s¢ is the most usual ending, but J oc- 
curs 11 times in Daniel, 19 times also in 
Ezra.” Ib. 385. “The two forms occur eyen 
in different words in the same verse, and in 
the same word in the same writer. In fact, 
only 4 words have J only, and three of these 
eceur but once each, Ezr. vi. 2, vii. 17, Dan. 
ii. 38; the fourth twice only, Dan. vii. 7, 19.” 
Ib. 385, where the several variations are 
given. In Samaritan the Status Emphati- 
cus always ends in 7}. “In the singular 
Mase. J, pronounced with the vowel a, is 
added, so that it does not differ from the 
Fem. sing, abs. ; so also in adjectives, which 
stand in the status Emph., when the substan- 
tive does. So also nouns ending in 7? end in 
ry’; the ending “% becomes JN. In the 
Plur. Mase. ip or 0’ become 79) (Ch. » ) In 
the Fem. sing. 7} becomes FN, which is 
added to feminines ending in” or}; in the 
Fem. Plur. } and {& are changed into JF 
and JAN (Ch. ND) this last is far the most 
frequent.” Uhl. pp. 113-15. 

2S occurs frequently [13 times] in 
Dan. and in Ezr. vii. 21; RIS Dan. ii. 8, Ezr. 
vi. 12; the plur. is Manas Exr. iv. 16, SITU 
Ezr. v. 11. Dan. iii. 16, ie bsp: 38s. In 
Sam. also 7JJS is more frequent than NIX, 

3 i) nD, “what,” Dan. ii. 22, Ezr. vi. 9; 
“what?” Dan. iv. 32; Re by “why?” ii. 
15; mee) howl?’ iii, 83.5 55} miley “what,” 
Dan. ii. 28, 9, 45, Ear. vii. 18 ; m9 “why?” 
Ezr. iy. 22; 195 “7 “lest,” Ezr. vii. 23; but 
wal N29 “as to what, » Ezr. vi. 8. Sam. 79D, 
m3, 193, AD, 795, Uhl. Lex. p. 40. 
“71) however occurs very frequently in the 
Palestine Targg. and frequently in all the 
others also, as well as 8?)."”, Me. G. MS. In 
Daniel and in Samaritan 77) is used exclu- 
sively; in Ezra with one exception. 


ii) nna “together,” lit. “as one,” Dan. 
Il, 305 Sam. (Uhl. Lex. p. 32); with &, Syr, 
Targg. 

iii) my for x, “not,” occurs once in Dan- 
jel, iy. 32, as ad does also once in Hebrew. 
Deut. iii. 11. The Masoretes corrected both. 
ss bal as well as 355, ‘so that not,’ is com- 
mon in Samaritan.” Me. G. MS. 

4Hofal. “It occurs in Dan. 11 times; ii. 
10, iii. 13, iv. 33, (twice) v. 18, 15, 16, 20, vi. 24, 
18, vii. 11, Ezr. iv. 152’ Ib. See Winer, Gr. 
Chald. 3 12. 5. p. 41. ND py (Dan. vii. 4.) 


seems to be an anomalous Hofal form; 
mony is still more anomalous, but must be 
a sort of Hofal. Dan. vi. 18. 

5The inflection of the passive participle 
by the afformatives of the preterite, Dan. y. 
27,-8, vii. 4, (twice) 11, (twice) 12, 27, Ezr. v. 
14. The participle is used for the 3d person 
masc. without inflection. Dan. v. 80, vi. 4, vii. 
4, 6, [and defective 3}. Dan. vii. 14, 22. Me. 
G. MS.] Winer, 2 13. 2. p. 42. Me. G. p. 384. 

6 Ittafal, instead of Hofal. 

7™* Yod is inserted in the Afel forms with- 
out suffixes in the Targums,” (p. 377.) where- 
as, in Daniel, it nowhere occurs except in 
yerbs ‘py (as 3’ Dan. ii. 14. forms of 
apn 13 times, way Dan. vii. 2.) and in 
the Shafel 3° ry Dan. iii. 17, 28, vi. 28. but 
awn Dan. yi. 28. “Itis used also gener- 
ally in such forms as Pui spr in the 
Targums;” (Ib.) whereas Daniei nowhere 
inserts the vowel-letter, and uses the form 
16 times without it. (The cases are, spr 


Dan. ii. 29, Ezr. iv. 12; ple) Dan. ii. 46; 427? 
Dan. iii. 8, vi. 13; pA Dan. iv. 8, 17; put 


Dan. vi. 21; wow Dan. vi. 25; an Dan. vii. 
9,10. Even the pass. part. is so written in 
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4) There are forms in Biblical Chaldee, common with Syriac, which 
shew that, at the time when it was written, the dialects of Assyria and 
Syria, East and West Aramaic, were not so much separated as in the time 


of the Targums. 


It is like the fusion of dialects in Homer. 


Here too the 


Eastern Aramaic became softer in the time of the Targums'. 

5) This correspondence of the Biblical Chaldee with the Syriac best 
explains a form of the substantive verb, found only in Biblical Chaldee, 
alike in Daniel and Ezra, yet insulated from all other Semitic forms, and 
one of the most remarkable phenomena of Biblical Chaldee?. 


a7” Dan. vii. 14, 22; am Dan. vii. 26. Also 
the form prawn Dan. ii. 44, wn ANT Dan. 


iii. 28, pla ab Dan. iv. 13. In Targg. mostly 
Soph: or *‘DpN®) “The same differ- 


26a is seen in as e. g. nan Dan. iii. 
2. 8, Bari -yi. 16, 173 but in Targe. j, even 
egies followed by Dagesh forte. In Bibl. 

h. 97 fem. 375 but in Targg. y fem. 
Very frequently such words as me )a} 
Dan. v. 11, Ezr, vii. 25, OI Dan. vii. 14, 
na Ezr. vii. 19, occur in the Targg. with } 
after the first radical.” Ib. So, for 31> 
Dan. ii. 11. you have 0 in the Targg. : 

1 The &, however slight its pronunciation, 
could not have been so soft asthe, 1) “In 
Syriac, as in Biblical Chaldee, the & of 
words 85 is mostly retained after prefor- 
mants in the inf. and- fut. peal; even if 
dropped, ° is not substituted; in the Tar- 
gums it is always substituted.” Inf. with & 
Dan. ii. 9; fut. Dan. ii. 7, 36, iii. 29, iv. 30, 32, 
vii. 23, Jer. x. 11; & twice dropped, inf. Dan. 
iii. 2,19, Ezr. v.11. 787) (noun) Dan. iv. 14, 
Ezr. vi. 9; 3°) Targg. 

2) “In verbs x5, & remains throughout 
the future. Afel fut. does not insert ” (as 
the Heb.) but agrees with the Syriac.” p. 378. 
“There are 19 such eases in all; fut. Dan. 6, 
Ezr.6; partic. Dan. 5, Ezr.2. Daniel has the 
contracted form NfW1D, and 4 ending in 77; 
and, in the same verse with fq, he has once 
. vy. 12. (Ib. 381.) The older Targums have 
always °.” (Ib.) “The derived conjuga- 
tions, in the 3d sing. present, end in °, as 
in Syriac, not as in Hebrew, and so are not 
Hebraisms.” (p. 378.) “In Daniel, there are 
5 such forms; in Ezra, 3.” (p. 381.) “The 
3d present Peal has 7} 11 times in Dan., 
twice in Ezr.; % 7 times in Dan., once in 
Ezra; in Targg. ) is a very frequent ending 
even of the present Peal.” [In Samaritan, 
“the 3d sing. pres. Peal ends in & or 17; 
the derived conjug. only in », but there are 
exceptions with 5: very rare with sb 
Uhl. pp. 71, 2.) “ Byen in the words written 


mm in the present and fut. Peal, § remains in 


the other conjugations.” “The act. part: 
Peal ends 41 times in 7; mn 13; my 225 

and 6 other cases, 3 of which end in N also: 

SP 3 times.” No case of ». “Ezra hasa 
passive part. 7}]3 v. 11.; Dan. has 7 3 times; 
NIN, v. 25, 26; 9 twice.” “Some of these oe- 
cur in the Targg.” (Ib. pp. 378, 9.) “In all 
the Targg. mn is much more common than 
a in Talm. Chald. Sola is most usual. 

In the futures, imperatives, and participles, 
the Palestinian Targums have even FJ pretty 
frequently; e. g. Prov. iv. 5, twice MAP; in 
iv. 7, both MP and ‘aps xxix. 24, mn; 
v. 16, AWS and many otherexamples. In 
iL. 2; man and *OND: in xxxi. 5. both 
MwA and AWA. This Targum affords 
the greatest variety herein.” Mc. G. MS. 


“In the Inf. and Part. Peal. % and’ are equally 
(?] frequent.” [in the Targg.] Winer, Ch. Gr. 


3 23, 1. “In the Inf. construct, % always re- 
mains; (Dan. 7 times, Ezra 8 times.) the 
Targums always have.” (p. 380.) The 


Sam. Inf. is WN—. “In thé fut. Peal, Bibl. Ch. 
and Syr. have §& [Dan. 17 times, Ezr. 3.] 
Daniel has 7 times 7},. (with &, however, else- 
where in the same 3 words). The older Targg. 
have always » with very rare exceptions.” 

3) In verbs }}), the participle plur. mase. 
has & (PIS &e.) when the Targg. have ». 
The form with & occurs 9 times in Dan., in 
Ezra once; (as in the Syr. mase. abs.) (Ib. 
382.) In 9 out of the 10 cases, the Kri would 
conform it to the Targum orthography with 
», so strange was it to those accustomed to 
the later Chaldee. 

4) The form NTP (the emphatie plur. of 
nouns in °*- in the Bibl. Chald. and Syriac) is 


in like way corrected by the Kri into 
“NTP: The old form must have sounded 


fuller. 

The punctuation °38 Dan. v. 2. is Syriac. 
(C. B. Mich. lum. Syr. 2 13. Ges. Thes- s- v.) 
“The Targg. have uniformly NIN, “the 
father,” for “my father.” (Ib. 389.) ve 

2The use of ) Justead of the * in the 
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6) Daniel and Ezra use unabridged, and so, older forms '. 

7) The Biblical Chaldee has pronominal forms nearer the original 
Semitic pronoun, and Daniel the older form of the two’. 

8) Other pronouns or particles are used in a form which ceased to be 


used in the Targums *. 


future, 8? (Dan. 7 times, Ezra 6 times,) 
mI) (Dan. iv. 22.) 77 3 m. pl (Dan. 4 
times, Ezr. 2,) may 3 f. pl. (Dan. v.17.) In 
these three forms, 3 m. sing. 3. m.and f. pl., 

the West-Aramaic or Syriac has } as a prefor- 
mant, (which was itself questioned as anom- 
alous. See Hofmann, Gr. Syr. 3 56. p. 175.) 
But the b) and } continually interchanged. 
See on the form at length Beer, Inserr. Sem. 
in Aig. repert. i. 18. inserted by Maurer in 
his Commentary, ii. 84-7. “ Early examples 
of this form,as also good evidence, that it 
is a future with a sort of dependent sense, 
occur in the Talmud e.g. Pesachim f. 113. 
WA? PHII “HN NyI NAVA IP AW 
[‘a hundred gourds in a city for 54, they 
must be neath thy skirts,’] quoted in Furst 
Perlenschntire Aramaischer Gnomen p. 13. v. 
7. Dukes Blumenlese p. 203. n. 465. RIM2 


Np YTD TN NUN [‘the reader 


of a letter should be its carrier.’] Baba Met- 
sia f. 83. Sanh. f. 96. 1. quoted in Furst p. 18. 
ce. 18. Dukes p. 232. n. 601. This is expressly 
stated to be an old (Arameean) proverb. It 
occurs often elsewhere. Other instances of 
the form Sa) occur in First lL. ¢. p. 26. v 
3, [written in Vulg. Aram. F.] p. 48. v. 26, p. 
44. v. 39, [both from Jerus. Targ. on Esth. F.] 
p. 62. v. 4, from late hymn. Winer &e quote 
only very late Jer. Targ. on Ex. x. 28. Jon. 
on Ex. xxii. 24.” Me. G. MS. First also 
gives instances of its use in other verbs in 


Talmudic, QW), 97, VT, DIY Lex. 


on 5 Aram. p. 650, following Beer p. e n. 73, 
who first discovered this meaning in the in- 
scription on the Carpentras stone. |. e. On its 
use in Cuneiform Assyrian and Babylonian, as 
also on other of their affinities with Biblical 
Chaldee, see below at the end of Note D, 
from Hineks, Oppert, and Rawlinson.” 

11) "J, as the sign of the genitive, a rela- 
tive,-and conjunction. It occurs 254 times 
in Daniel, 89 times in Ezra (see First, 
Conce.). 1n ‘J i. gq. ON *D Dan. ii. 9. The 
antiquity of the form is evidenced by the 
proper name Jyjj J “of gold,” i, e. a place 
abounding in it. Deut. i. 1. “In the Targg. 
‘J is only used as a relative, and it denotes 
the genitive, only when 5 follows it and 
there is emphasis,” [Mce. G. MS.], so corres- 


ponding to the Syr. os which, although 
occurring only with pronominal affixes, pre- 
supposes the separate existence of *7. 

2) ‘YN “there is;” VN 89 “there is 
not.”  \S occurs 7 times in "Daniel, Re) 
‘TN 6 times, beside the form VHIVS snd, 
“it is not,” Dan. ii. 11. which presupposes 
‘SYS. In Ezra each occurs once. (Furst Cone.) 
There are traces of a regular inflection with 
the pronouns (as in 7.8 in Hebrew), 4 such 
instances occurring in Daniel. (See Furst, 
Cone. p. 58.) In Samaritan and Syriac this 
inflection with the pronoun is complete. In 
both, the absolute form is f'S, md. In 
Samaritan this form remains, even when the 
words are so inflected. (Uhl. 2 36. pp. 90, 1.) 
In Syriac, when so inflected, the » occurs 
before the pronouns. (Hofmann, 2 146. p. 
377.) The? is wanting also in the Arabic 
ws, wr, although, in Arabic, the BS 
only remains in one idiom, as the counter- 
part of wd. In Hebrew, the form occurs 
in the proper name, ON TYN, “Gods aePre 
xxx. 1. “The Targums have always the 
shorter form YS and m,” or mo 

21) pan Dan. 3 times; and \f)7} Hzra 9 
times ; for pas or pan of the Targums. 
“It should be observed, that pon, VDF, are 
used as accusatives, except in Ezr. y. 11, the 
verbal suffixes of the 3d person plural not 
being used in the Biblical Chaldee. As nom- 
imatives, pas, fem. Pas, occur in Dan. ii. 
44, vi. 25, vii. 17, Ezr. v. 4, with demonstrative 
force. In Ezr. v. 11, 37] is used as a de- 
monstrative in apposition, and represents 
the substantive verb.” Me. G. MS. 

2) Daniel has always (13 times) the primi- 
tive form MAAS i.e. the primitive Sanser.- 
Semitic, TF i. q. tu, and the demonstrative 
js. This is contracted even in Hebrew into 
TAS 5 corrected always in Daniel by the 
Kri into the FN of the Targg. 

81) 398, “they;” Dan. iii, 12, 13, 21, 22, 23, 
27, vi. 6, 12, 16, 26, Ezr: iv. 21, ve, 9, vi 8; 
(twice); not in Targg. 2) mI emph. de- 
monstr. Jer. x. 11, Dan. 16 times, Ezy. 14 
times: as part of compound Wy NTP; 
Ezr. v. 23: adverb, 1; ‘TAS Dan... twice, 
mW TN84, Dan. twice ; m4 “by, Dan. iii. 
16, ‘Ez. 6 times; Ww “3p 53, Dan. 6. 


at 
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9) “In regard to the use of n, in the Biblical Chaldee the older uncon- 
tracted forms prevail; in the older! Targums, the later contracted forms ; 
but there is eoruiiocable variety.” In part, the Biblical agrees with ine 


Samaritan Chaldee. 


10) In one word, haddabar, “councilor,” there is probably a trace of 
the Article in its Hebrew form. For the word has no Aryan, but has an 
obvious Semitic etymology. In Sam. Chaldee also, the same Article is 
prefixed as a demonstrative to pronouns, nouns, participles *. 

11) The Hebrew plural ending, im for in, occurs in two words in Daniel e 


and in a third in Ezra °. 


The two terminations are used in Samar. Gueldes 


and that indifferently, even when two words are closely united together, 
as two nouns joined by the copula, or the substantive and adjective & 

12) According to the punctuation, there was a dual at the time of the 
Bibl. Chaldee’, which existed also in the Samaritan Chaldee’, but was 


lost in the time of the Targums. 


13) There is a correspondence in other vowels between the Biblical 


times, Ezr. vii. 17; 737 np, }, Dan. vi. 
11; 173 Jer. x. 11, Dan. twice, Ezr. y. 7. 
(See Furst, v. 1) The Maltese has dan, 
dana, (mase.) din, dina, fem. (Vassalli, Gr. 
Melit. p. 147. Ges.) The Sam. has [7 The 
Targg. have mostly the lengthened form 
Ph (fF, Heel. xi. 6.) 1393, PID. PT 
PRS, PID, PID, [ID, [27 Bust. p. 556, 
i.e. they have forms which the Biblical 
Chald. never has, and none have the form 
of the Bibl. Chaldee. 3) S1 4) {21- 
5) TIN. See below, p. 112 6) 398, JN, 
(see below, Note D.) 

1“i,e. Onk. and Jon. B. Uzz. In the Pal- 
estinian Targums, especially in Jonathan on 
the Pent., } is generally retained in the 
Hafel or Afel of p22, asin Gen. i. 24, xix. 8, 
12, xxiv. 53, xxxviii. 24, &c. while in D5) the 
Samar. generally does not retainit. The } 
is also retained by this Jon. in */)3/, inf. of 
ps, Lev. vii. 36.” 

2Tb, p. 390. On the same principle that 
Daniel writes NAS not TAS, “y is re- 
tained in Hofal, 3 Dan. vy. 20, [omitted 
in Ezr. v. 15, vi. 1, 5. and Targg. in Afel] in 
the inf. Hafel of 9D) Dan. vi. 24, [omitted 
in Hafel present, iii. 22,] in Hafel present, 
Dan. v. 2,3, Ezr. v. 14, vi. 5, (not in Targg.); 
in *f)) Peal after preform. (fut. Dan. li. 16, 


Ezr. iy. 13. inf. Ezr. vii. 20;) never in older 
Targg.” “In Samaritan, in the future, the 
instances are not rare, in which the | is re- 
tained.” Uhl. Sam, Gr. 26, 3. Ann. 

YI); 3 fut. Peal, for YT, occurs 6 times 
in Dan., once in Ezra, and is the only form 
used by either. “It does not occur in Onk. 
or Jon. on the prophets.” Buxtorf noticed 
one instance only in Targg. (Ps. ix. 21,) 
among many of }/J, as also PIN, PTN. 
Hengst. has noticed another, Ruth iy. 4. 
The noun yJ}/) is frequent in the Targg. 
(see Buxt.), probably talkken from Daniel. 
“pad occurs also in Ps. lix. 14. There 
are six examples fut. of without } in 
the Targum on the Psalms, Ps. xxxix. 5, ci. 
4, eix. 27, cxix. 125. and Ps. |xxviii, 6, 1xxxiii. 
19,in the Antw. text which is right. The 
form with } was probably the older form, 
revived in later Targums.” Me. G. MS. 

3 Uhlem. pp. 116-8. 4iy. 14, vii. 10. 

5 Ezr. iv. 13. 6 Uhlem. p. 104. 

7There are four duals in Daniel, hele li. 
34, 45, SOIT vi. 4, paws and [7p Ib. 7: 
one in Ezr. yi. 17. There was no tempta- 
tion, anyhow, to make P2yP dual, (when 
Daniel speaks of “ten horns,”) excepts 
traditional knowledge that it was so. 


8 Uhlem. ¢ 42. iii. pp. 108, 9. 
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Chaldee and the Hebrew}, as distinct from the Targums, inexplicable 
except on the ground of a real, accurate tradition ’. 

14) A letter seems to have, at least, become less used, between the 
times of Biblical Chaldee and the Targums ®. 

It may be added, that even in the space of these six chapters of Daniel, 
there are a certain number of words, which do not occur in the Targums 
or Gemara; quite as many or more, probably, than would be found in 
any six chapters of any of the Hebrew historical Scriptures, They are 
not technical words, which there might not be occasion to use elsewhere, 
(as offices or dress or instruments, the names of which were disused with 
the things;) but ordinary words of the language. Some of these, which 
are lost in the later Jewish Aramaic, survive in Syriac *. 

And now you will be able to see, how utterly superficial it was, when 
an unbelieving German critic’ picked out two plural pronouns, in the 
form in which they are united with other words, as a proof that the 
Aramaic of Daniel was later than that of Ezra, or what is the character 
of such a sentence as this. “®Not only Macedonian words, such as 
symphonia and psanterion” [which are not Macedonian] “but the texture 
of the Chaldee, with such late forms as 1104, 17 and TDs, the pronominal 
D and 7 having passed into +, and not only minute description of Anti- 
ochus’s reign, but the stoppage of such description at the precise date 
169, B.C., remove all philological‘and critical doubt as to the age of the 
book.” The history is as bad as the philology; but of this, hereafter. 


Why these three forms should have been selected, it is difficult to say. 


1“There are only 6 Heb. segolates, pbx, 
jas, by n, pon, TYP: Dy, of which j28 
frequently, MP aan occurs in the 
Targg.; DM is written Dypo 8 times in 
Dan. [not Dy at all], 17 times in Ezra; and 
Dx, 3 times in Dan. DY [Dox 5 times, 
NIN emph. 8 times]. On ‘the other hand, 
20° Chaldee nouns are pointed as segolates in 
Dan., some pretty frequently; and 11 such 
nouns in Ezra, some also pretty frequently.” 
Me. G. p. 377. note. Beside this, is the ecor- 
responding feminine ending .. in DYN 
Dan. ii. 34, MINN Ib. 45. ae 

2The whole ‘system of Hebrew and Chal- 
dee punctuation implies a minute knowledge 
of the spoken language, whose pronuncia- 
tion is fixed so carefully. An artificial sys- 
tem, invented subsequently, would not have 
had its anomalies or its minuteness. The 
punctuations, which seem anomalous at first 
sight, are still found to proceed on a princi- 
ple. The old tradition, which ascribed them 
in the main to times, when the language 
was ceasing to be spoken, those of Ezra and 
the great Synagogue, seems to me the most 
probable. 


3The iy, For Nav, “inerease,” Dan. iii. 
3l, vi. 26, Ear. iv. 22, the Targg. have always 
N10; for NW, “great, greatly,” (Dan. 12 
times, zr. once) the Targg. have 0 pl. 
Psso. In like way as for non, wit- 
ness,” Gen. xxxi. 47, the Targg. have 
somo. dmv, “wise,” Dan. vii. 8; 
wD” Dan. v. 11, 12,14. In Targe. mostly 
$30. Buxt. Niv’, hate, Dan. iv. 19. Targg. 
mostly ND, rarely with wy, Buxt. yp 
Dan. iii. 27, vii. 9. Targg. mostly VD. 

4See Note B at the end. 

5 Hitzig, Heidelb. Jahrb, 1832. pp. 119, 20. 
“We observe on our side, for the time and 
only as an example, that in Ezra the form 
nearest to the original 5, ond aiways 
stands, Ezr. v. 3, 4, 8, 9, vi. 9. Contrariwise 
in Daniel always the im, which originated 
in the effacing of the D; notwithstanding 
this, Dr. Hengstenberg will have it, that the 
book of Daniel is genuine, on the ground of 
the character of its language also, i.e. that it 
was composed before the book of Ezra.” 

6 Ess. and Rey. p. 76. 


ON CHALDEE OF DANIEL. ai 


They ought to be three wondrously characteristic forms, to determine the 
age of a book; whereas they are three of the most ordinary. But the 
assertion involved must be this. “It can be proved that, in the time of 
Daniel, the plural pronoun of the 2d person in Chaldee was written with 
the m, and not with the n; and that the ending n was not at that time 
added to other pronouns which, in Hebrew, end in eh.” The supposed 
proof must be that the forms in Daniel are not found in Ezra. For there 
is no other Aramaic to serve as a standard, in comparison with which 
these are to be pronounced to be “late forms.” Both statements are 
plainly false. Of course, it was on one principle of pronunciation, that 
the pronominal forms, hom “them,” com “you,” were written with the m, 
as in Hebrew or Arabic, or the n, as in Syriac and Samaritan. The two 
forms always go together. The Hebrews and Arabians used the m 
exclusively; the Syrians and Samaritans used the n exclusively. But 
there is no language in which m was used for the one pronoun, n for the 
other. Of both pronouns, Daniel has only the form of the Western 
and the Samaritan Aramaic. Ezra has both forms; as, indeed, the more 
Hebrew form lingered on in the Chaldee of the Targums. Of the third 
person, Ezra uses most frequently the same form as Daniel; the more 
Hebrew form occurs almost exclusively in the context of one conversa- 
tion which was reported to the King. The 2d person occurs only 6 times 
altogether in Ezra; 5 times in the more Hebrew form, once in that used 
by Daniel}. The criticism breaks down, then, both in principle and in 
fact. In principle, because 1) the form in Daniel is the most usual 
Aramaic form; 2) the corresponding form, hon, is the most common in 
Ezra; 3) both these forms hom, com, which are to be characteristic of the 
earlier Aramaic, occur in the Targums also. In fact, because the 
actual form, con, the existence of which in Daniel is to prove the late 
date of Daniel, occurs in Ezra also, and so can, on the hypothesis, be no 
“late form.” 

The second case is more marvelous. Den, in Chaldee and Samaritan 
as also in Maltese, corresponds to the Hebrew demonstrative, tseh. 
Daniel and Ezra alike use, not den, but the emphatic form, denah, while 


ara ES y. 5, vii. 16. ont v. 9. 
panapy vy. 10. 
pAwNtS y. 10. 
p> y. 3. repeated vy. 9, vii. 24. 


1 Ezra uses the form 1, 15 times; DF, 10 
times; he uses D3, 5 times; 1 once, (the 
only time that it is joined with a verb.) He 
uses ?}7J with three prepositions, D7 with 
two of them. “Their God” is twice ex- ponds vii. 17, 18. 

essed with the DN; “your God” twice meee ; } 
se the D3; eh eae is ex- ny iv. 20, vy. 3. rin Dy, vy. 1, 2. py 


A x R j bs 
pressed 6 times with the *}, Else the 07 Vv. 
is used with three, pn with 4ordinary words. pam iv. 9, 17, 23, v. 3, vi. 6, 13. nang2D3 


A 18. 
Both forms are used in the same verse, as Vv. vi. : 
17 
3. So that I see no explanation of the varia- pNP IMs Ib. 7 203) pany vil. 


tion, except that both forms were alike in 
use in Bzra’s time. The several instances 


are; 
Dn? y. 3,4. repeated y. 9, 10. piavoy. vii. 24. 


vi33gate" vii. 21. 

“The suffixes pn, tf are very common 
in the Targum of Jon. on the Pent. and also 
occasionally in Job, Proy. &e.” Me. G. MS. 
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the Targums do not use the denah of Biblical Aramaic, nor den, but dein, 
according to the principle of the later language, to employ the more 
lengthened form. So then in later Aramaic a form is used, which is not 
found in Biblical Aramaic; and the Biblical Aramaic uses a form, not 
found in later Aramaic. The Biblical form became obsolete in the time 
of the Targums; the age of the Targumists revived a form not used by 
Daniel and Ezra. 

But the broader allegation of the Essayist is, that, in the Aramaic of 
Daniel, “the h had passed into the n” in both den, this, and dileen, these, 
and that this change is an evidence of later language. The major premiss 
must be, that “it is known that, in Daniel’s time, they had not so passed.” 
The h does not “ pass into the m” at all: n is not one of the letters into 
which h ever passes. The facts are these. The primitive forms of the 
two words are da}, this, as found in Daniel; el, these. Da, as a demonstra- 
tive, is, in fact, a different pronunciation of the Hebrew dseh, and is con- 
nected with a large range of demonstrative pronouns in the Semitic 
dialects”. This shorter form is lengthened in various ways in Semitic 
languages by additions at the beginning’ and the end*. One of the addi- 
tions, made probably in the infancy of the language, was that of the 2d 
person, which occurs in Biblical Aramaic and in Arabic, not in Syriac or 
Samaritan, nor, in this pure form, in the Aramaic of the Targums. It 
strengthened the demonstrative in a way which we can scarcely express, 
“hoc tibi.” In this way, we have the zllec of Daniel and Ezra®, and the 
deec, and dac of Ezra®. Another Aramaic ending, applied more mani- 
foldly, and in more dialects of Aramaic, is en. It is used in the ordinary 
pronoun, they ; in the demonstrative, these ; and, by Daniel and Ezra, in 
the particle of time, then. Thence we have in Daniel alone, a form 
lengthened from the deec in Ezra, dicceen’. From it, we have, in Daniel 
and Ezra only, the particle of time, edain®; from it the form den was 
made, which, in Daniel and Ezra, exists ont in the emphatic form, 
denah®; from it we have the holein or ailein of Syriac’; the ¢lein of 
Samaritan Aramaic", used in five places in Daniel. 

We cannot suppose an ending, so widely spread and so rooted in the 
language, to be a “later form.” It is an integral part of the language, as 
much as ov or wm in Greek and Latin. As far as the evidence goes, it 


INT four times. Dan. iv. 27, vii. 8, and in 
the phrases x1? NT “the one against the 
other,” vy. 6, 87 1D ST “one from the 


Gas masec. 7} fem, each 6 times. They 


correspond with the Arab. dsaca dsaleca, and 
the Malt. daka. 


other.” vii, 3. 

2dsu, Arab. dsa, Auth. da Malt. Nasor. In 
Syriac and Samaritan it occurs only in 
lengthened forms. 

INIT Syr. probably corresponding to the 
Heb. min; hadsd, hadsdé. Arab. 

4777, for Heb. 197 Sam. Uhlem. 214. 
p. 31. 

5 Dan. 10 times: Ezra, 4 times. 
p. 108, 


See above, 


7 Dan. ii. 31, vii. 20, 1. 

SPos (i. q. Heb, TS with t added) Dan. 
20 times; Ezra 8 times. {7 TS83 Dan. 23 times ; 
Ezr.3 times. (Furst, pp. 10>, 11.) 

See above, p. 108. 

Be holein is the common Syriac form; ailein 
is rarer, perhaps older. See Hofmann, Syr. 
Gr. 2 45. p. 161. 

1 They use 14x, Y)sM, as the Heb. mbxn, 
Uhl. p. 61. 
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would shew in this case also, that the language, in the time of Daniel and 
Ezra, was in the same unfixed state, as other idioms imply it to have been. 
There was then no one word, appropriated to signify “these.” Jeremiah 
has once eeleh!; Ezra has it once also”. These are instances of the 
Hebrew form of the pronouns occurring in Aramaic. But it was 
not the prevailing form in Ezra’s time. Ezra four times used another 
form, illeec, which occurs yet oftener in Daniel’, a form obsolete in the 
time of the Targums. Daniel employs this which, not occurring in 
Syriac or Samaritan, was probably the more antique form, ten times‘, 
whereas he uses five times® only the form dllein, which is the Samaritan 
form, and the Syriac ending. 

In sum, then, these endings, which are to be so characteristic as to 
establish the later date of the Aramaic of Daniel, are endings belonging 
to all Aramaic. The other forms are exceptional archaisms apparently 
in the language both of Daniel and Ezra. The variations as to the use of 
two of the three words supply a part of the larger evidence, (if it were 
needed) of the independence of Daniel and Ezra; the third furnishes part 
of the proof of the difference of their language from that of the Targums. 
Criticism, which should have made endings, which are an integral part of 
the language, which occur not in one dialect of it only but in three, not 
in one case, but in several, characteristic of a later date of a book in which 
they occur, could not have been even imagined in any well-known lan- 
guage. It would have carried on its face its own refutation. 

In fine, then, the Hebrew of Daniel is exactly that which you would 
expect in a writer of his age and under his circumstances. It has not one 
single idiom, unsuited to that time. The few Aryan or Syriac words 
remarkably belong to it. The Chaldee marks itself out as such, as could 
not have been written at the time when, if it had not been a Divine and 
prophetic book, it must have been written. 

No opponent has ever ventured to look steadily at the facts of the cor- 
respondence of the language of Daniel and Ezra, and their difference from 
the language of the earliest Targums. 

It is, plainly, cumulative evidence, when both portions so written are 
united in one book. Over and above, the fact, that the book is written in 
both languages, suits the times of Daniel, and is inexplicable by those, 
who would have it written in the time of the Maccabees. No other book, 
or portion of a book, of the Canon, approximates to that date. The last 
book, Nehemiah, was finished 24 centuries before, viz. about B.C. 410. 

The theory of Maccabee Psalms lived too long, but is now numbered 
with the dead*. Only one or two, here and there, who believe little be- 


4Tbid. 5 ii. 40, 44, vi. 3, 7, vii. 17. 
6“ The existence of Maccabee Psalms, to 


1 Jer. x. 11. 
2Ezray.15. The Kri corrects Os, 


3See above, p. 108. “The form yon often 
occurs in Cureton’s Syriac Gospels where the 
Peschito has pan, e.g. Matt. xv. 22, xx. 9, 
xxi. 11, 40, xxii. 7, Luke xii. 37: Esth. i. 5, 
Cod. Mus. Brit. Add. 14447: POF for PIN 
Matt. xv. 24."—A. Ceriani. 
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which Bertholdt appealed, as one of the 
surest proofs of the later closing of the Canon, 
is contested not only by Bleek (Schleierm, 
ZS. p. 203.) and Hassler (de Ps. Maccab. Ulm 
1827.) but even by De Wette, (Comm. z. d. Ps. 
ed. 2, 3.) and Gesenius (Vorr. zu Gramberg’s 
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side, believe in this phantom of a past century. But, even if such 
Hebrew, hnd (which is utterly inconceivable) such Aramaic, could have 
been written in the times of the Maccabees, it would stili have been inex- 
plicable that both should be written. 

If the object of the writer be supposed to have been, to write as should 
be mostly readily understood, this would account for the Aramaic; but 
then one, who wrote with that object, would not have written in Hebrew 
what was of most interest to the people, what was most especially written 
for those times. If his object had been, (as was that of Haggai, Zecha- 
riah, Malachi) to write in the language of the ancient prophets, then he 
would not have written in Aramaic at all. The prophecies in the Chaldee 
portion of Daniel are even more comprehensive for the most part than 
those of the Hebrew. Had such been the object, one should have rather 
expected that, with the exception of the prophecy of the 70 weeks, the 
languages should have been reversed. For the Aramaic portions con- 
fessedly speak most of the kingdom of the Messiah. 

The use then of the two languages, and the mode in which the prophet 
writes in both, correspond perfectly with his real date; they are, severally 
and together, utterly inexplicable according to the theory which would 
make the book a product of Maccabee times. The language then is one 
mark of genuineness, set by God on the book. Rationalism must rebel, 
as it has rebelled; but it dare not now, with any moderate honesty, abuse 
philology to cover its rebellion. 


Religion’s-id. p. xii.) and it is granted that, 
in the whole Psalter, there is no Psalm later 
than the times of Bzra and Nehemiah.” 
(Hengst. Auth. d. Dan. p. 238. note.) Even 
Ewald and Dillmann have since granted the 
same. ‘All the later Psalms, whose contents 
admit of or require a historical explanation, 
can be fully explained out of the circum- 
stances of Israel down to Nehemiah, and are 
explained out of them alone. To refer them 
to later relations does not hold, as matter of 
interpretation.” Dillmann (ib. d. Bildung 
d. A. T. in Dorner, Jahrb. iii. 460.). Ewald 
even contends, 1) that the Psalms were col- 
lected into one whole, before the writing of 
the Chronicles; and that 2) a considerable 
interval must have elapsed between the com- 
pletion of the titles, the latest part of the 
whole, and the LXX.; in that it misunder- 


stands or alters arbitrarily much contained 
in them, while it agrees in the main with the 
Masorethic text of the Psalms themselves. 
(Poet. Buch. i. 205, 6. add his Jahrbticher, vi. 
20-32.) It was one of the paradoxes of Hitzig 
to place Ps, i. ii. and the last three books (Ps. 
Ixxili—cl.) in Maeccabee times, and even as 
low as 85, B.C. “through very rash exegesis 
and precarious combinations; me, at least, 
his grounds only convinced as to Ps. 74, 79, 
80, and 83.” says even Grimm. (Kurzg. Exeg. 
Hab. Einl. z.1 Mace. ¢ 9. p. xxvii.) No one 
could find in these, Maccabee Psalms, who 
did not wish to find them; Ps. 79 is quoted 
as Scripture in 1 Mace. vii. 17. - Dillmann 
considers these Psalms in detail. Ib. 460-8, 
Hiipfeid, too, with whom it is a ruling passion 
to contradict Hengstenberg, assents that 
there are no Maccabee Psalms. 


LECTURE II. 


The Prophecies of the Four Empires, Babylonian, Medo-Persian, Greek, 
Roman, and of the establishment of the Kingdom of Christ. during the 
Fourth Empire. 


Two great subjects of prophecy in Daniel, plainly and on their surface, 
extend into a future beyond the sight of one who lived even in the time of 
Antiochus Epiphanes; 1) the prophecies of the fourth Empire; 2) that 
of the 70 weeks and the Death of the Redeemer. 

Before entering on the first, let us advert to the ancient prophecy of 
Balaam, in which the conquest of the East by the West, and the 
subsequent perishing of the Western Empire in its turn, are predicted 
in the plainest terms. They are the words with which Balaam’s prophecy 
closes. They are without a figure, and relate to things (he himself says) 
far distant. 1! He beheld the Kenite, and took up his parable and said, Strong 
is thy dwelling place and place in the rock thy nest ; for the Kenite shall be for 
a prey, until Asshur shall carry thee, (Israel,) away captive. And he took up 
his parable and said, Alas! who shall live when God doeth this? And ships 
shall come from the side of Chittim’,i.e. (as is well known) Cyprus, and 
shall afflict Asshur and shall afflict Eber, (i.e. the country beyond the river, ) 
and he too (who should so afflict them) shall perish for ever. Balaam 
foretold the quarter whence they should come, not the people who should 
come. For as yet they were no people. But Cyprus was a great link of 
East and West by sea. Tyre early subdued it, and held it subdued, 
as a station for its commerce*®. It would contrariwise be the last 
station, when the West should invade the East. Unbelieving criticism 
avers that Balaam’s words “‘refer to an incursion of Greeks into 
Cilicia in the time of Sennacherib, and are a prophecy derived from 
the event.” In plain words, these writers assert that this prophecy, 
which stands in the Pentateuch as contemporary with Moses, was in fact, 
the relation of an event, 750 years subsequent to Moses, by some writer 
who falsely alleged it to have been foretold. The explanation, upon 
which they have ventured, may serve for a foil to the truth. They from 
the West, both Alexander and the Romans, did afflict the great Empires 
beyond the river; we know how Alexander and his empire in turn per- 


1Num. xxiv. 21-24. 2D AD TD. 4 Von Lengerke, p. xxx. from Hitzig. Begr. 


3 Hengst. de reb. Tyrior. pp. 55, 6. d, Kritik, p. 55. v. Bohlen, Einl. z. Gen. 2 17, 
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ished; how the Roman empire was broken, although it still lives on, 
because it was not to be destroyed until the end. That inroad on Cilicia, 
related by Polyhistor!, was in itself of no account, no joint or systematic 
effort. For Greece did nothing in common between the Trojan and Per- 
sian wars?. There was no commencement of centralization or common 
endeavor, until B. C. 560, 140 years after the time of Sennacherib. The 
Greek marauders did not march against Sennacherib, but Sennacherib 
against them; he defeated them, although with considerable loss, “and 
set up his own image in the place as a monument of his victory, and had 
his prowess and valor engraven in Chaldee, as a memorial for the time to 
come.” Can any one seriously assert that he honestly thinks that this 
description of the afflicting of Asshur and Eber, and the utter perishing 
of him who so afflicted them, relates to one battle, far from Assyria, in 
which a marauding party was defeated ? 

i. Such an outline of prophecy as to the world’s Empires probably 
lingered on in Mesopotamia, Balaam’s home, when this new flood of 
light burst upon the Heathen world. Nebuchadnezzar, now in the second 
year of his reign, was already a conqueror. He had succeeded to a parent 
who was a conqueror. According to Berosus, ‘*his father Nabopo- 
lassar, hearing that the Satrap, appointed in Egypt and the parts about 
Coele-Syria and Phcenicia, had revolted, and being himself no longer equal 
to fatigue, committed to hisson Nebuchadnezzar, who was yet in the prime 
of life, some parts of the army, and sent him against the rebels. Nebu- 
chadnezzar defeated him in pitched battle and brought the country again 
under his rule. At this time his father fell sick at Babylon and died. 
Nebuchadnezzar, hearing of his death not long afterward, set in order the 
affairs in Egypt and the rest of the country, and, having commissioned 
some of his friends to transport to Babylonia the prisoners of the Jews, 
Pheenicians, Syrians, and the nations in Egypt, together with the heaviest 
part of the army, himself with few attendants went across the desert to 
Babylon.” There “ he received the government which had been admin- 
istered by the Chaldeeans, and the kingdom which had been kept for him 
by the chief of them, and ruled over all his father’s empire.” 

The young monarch, who had already shown himself so energetic and 
victorious, had in his mind, not only his subsequent career of conquest, 
but, (which, in any mind of large grasp, ever follows close upon those 
thoughts,) what would be the end of all., It is a striking picture of the 
young conqueror, that, not content with the vista of future greatness 
before him, he was looking on beyond our little span of life, which in 
youth so fills the mind, to a future, when his own earthly life should be 
closed. O king, says Daniel 4, thy thoughts came up upon thy bed, what should 
come to pass hereafter. To him God revealed, how empire should succeed 
empire, each great in its day, each misusing its greatness, until, at last, a 
kingdom should come, not founded by human means, and so not by 


lin Kus. Chron. Arm. T. i. p. 43. 


Sin Jos. ec. Ap. i. 19. more correctly in some 
Thue, i. 12.17. Grote, Greece, c. 28. 


things than in his Ant. x. 11.1, 4 ii, 29. 
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human means destructible, which should absorb all empires into itself, 
and should itself endure forever. It is remarkable that this vicissitude of 
human things, this marked outline of the succession of Empires till our 
Lord should come, is laid open, not to the believing Hebrew, but to the 
Heathen monarch. The king is the organ and first depository of the 
revelation; Daniel is but its expositor. This change in the organ of pro- 
phecy is in remarkable harmony with those former revelations through 
the Prophets. To them the foreground is the kingdom of God, as already 
existing among them. Apart from their office of moral and religious 
teachers, the development of that kingdom was the subject of their pro- 
phecies. From this foreground they looked out on the powers of the 
world, as they bore upon His people, and as they should hereafter be 
absorbed into it or be punished for their misdeeds against it and against 
God in it. To Nebuchadnezzar, at the then centre of earthly greatness, 
God exhibits, as his foreground, the Empire of the world as it should 
develop in its different stages, until it should be confronted at last by the 
Kingdom of God, and universal obedience should be claimed, not by any 
one Empire of this world, but by God in His Kingdom. The form exhib- 
ited to Nebuchadnezzar is one ideal form, man in colossal majesty. The 
separate world-monarchies are but successive parts of one whole. The 
human commanding figure stands, ! its brightness excellent and the form 
thereof terrible, until the end. Human power, consolidated by human 
wisdom, has a majesty, lent to it by God, even while it abuses the God- 
entrusted gift. Three of these world-monarchies were to be displaced by 
the succeeding; the fourth by one, wholly unlike the four, not made with 
hands. 

Of the last of these Empires, (strange enough) no one has been found 
to doubt that it is the Kingdom of Christ. The greatest of all miracles is 
conceded ; the less is questioned. Itis owned by those who set these pro- 
phecies at the very latest, that, nearly two centuries before our Lord’s 
ministry began, it was foreshewn that the kingdom of God should be estab- 
lished without human aid, to replace all other kingdoms and to be 
replaced by none; to stand forever, and to fill the earth. Above 18 cen- 
turies have verified the prediction of the permanency of that kingdom, 
founded, as it was, by no human means, endowed with unextinguishable 
life, ever conquering and to conquer in the four quarters of the world; a 
kingdom one and alone, since the world has been; embracing all times 
and climes, and still expanding; unworn by that destroyer of all things 
human, time; strong amid the decay of empires; the freshness and 
elasticity of youth written on the brow which has outlived eighteen cen- 
turies. This truth, so gigantic, so inconceivable beforehand, so inexpli- 
cable now except by the grace of God, was, (it is granted,)foreseen, fore- 
shewn. Nay more, it is granted, that, the Prophet believed that He, the 
King of this new kingdom, was tobe more than man! The question then 
is; “Did the soul which grasped this truth, err (for it comes to this) as to 


1 ji. 31. 
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some 150 years?” Porphyry was consistent; for he denied both. Hav- 
ing apparently rejected Christianity, as too hard for him, he wrote against 
Daniel as a part of a whole. In his times men had witnessed, for 23 
centuries only, the inherent vitality of the Gospel. They predicted the 
date of its expiry'. But in men who call themselves Christians, and who 
believe in some sense that the Gospel is the power of God, it is strange to 
grant or maintain so much, and yet to dispute what, if they believe what 
they say, is comparatively so little. When Infinity has been granted, the 
endless Kingdom of the Infinite God; it seems strange to dispute about 
an atom, some 150 years of our narrow time. Yetsoitis. The question 
is this, “Granted that the author of our book was right in predicting the 
founding of a kingdom of God, which should not pass away, was the 
fourth kingdom in which he foretold that it should arise, that of Alexan- 
' der’s successors, and did he himself, living (according to different ration- 
alist hypotheses) during or shortly after the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes, 
wrongly look that the kingdom of God should be founded soon after the 
death of that Old Testament Anti-Christ, B. C. 164? or did he expect that 
kingdom to come, when it did come, in the time of the Roman Empire, 
as almost all have believed from our Lord’s time until now?” For 
if the 4th Empire was the Roman Empire, then we haye a temporal 
prediction too, beyond the sight of one who lived even in the reign of 
Antiochus Epiphanes. f 

It is allowed on all hands, that the four beasts in Daniel’s vision in the 
first year of Belshazzar correspond exactly to the four empires represented 
in the image exhibited to Nebuchadnezzar. To the king God chiefly 
revealed that which most concerned him to know, the beginning and the 
end, the greatness of the power given and to be given to him by the King 
of heaven, and the nothingness of the mightiest human power, compared 
and in collision with the Kingdom of God. To this end, after briefly 
saying, that the second kingdom should be inferior to his own power, and 
that the third should rule over the whole earth, he dwells at length on 
the fourth kingdom, as symbolized by the strong, all-subduing, all-crush- 
ing iron, yet itself, with all which went before it, the whole fabric of 
human power, as being, before the Kingdom of God, like the chaff of the 
summer-threshing-floor which the wind carrieth away, and there is no place 
found for them. The intense nothingness and transitoriness of man’s 
might in its highest estate, and so of his own also, and the might of God’s 
kingdom, apart from all human strength, are the chief subjects of this 
vision as explained to Nebuchadnezzar. 

Yet although thus much only was explained to the king, the symhol 
represented much more. The image, as one, represented the one prin- 
ciple of human Empire; in its manifold parts, it portrayed not only a 
manifoldness, but a variety in the successive Empires. The symbols 


18. Aug. de Civ. D. xviii. 53, 4. in Ps. 40. “nomine Christianorum deleto:” “supersti- 
21. Ps. 70. 2 4. Baronius, A. 304. viii. gives  tione Christi ubique deleta, cultu Deorum 
two inscriptions of Diocletian in Spain, propagato.” 
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which are explained shew that there is a meaning in the corresponding 
symbols, which are not explained. In-regard to the first and the fourth 
empires, those represented by the head and the legs, both the parts of the 
human figure and the metal of which, in the statue, they consist, are 
explained in their symbolic meaning. Then, doubtless, the parts of the 
human figure and the metals have, both of them, their symbolical signi- 
ficance, in regard to the second and third empires also. The head of gold 
has an unity, a magnificence, aninsight of itsown. It isnot only the first 
empire in time; the conception of the whole idea of world-empire lay in 
it, and in him whom chiefly it represented!. And so again, at the other 
extremity, in the fourth Empire, not only is the iron substance of the 
legs alluded to, as symbolical of heavy iron might, but the human form 
too, in that he speaks of its subduing all things, trampling them under 
foot, (as is said more fully in the next vision.) The inferiority of the 2d 
empire to the first, then, doubtless is symbolized by the pale silver, as 
compared with the gold, inferior not in value only but in solidity and 
power of resistance, more liable to impression from without. The form 
moreover in the human figure is two-fold; nor only so, but the right is 
stronger than the left. The kingdom then, which was to succeed Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s, was not only to be inferior to it, but was to be compounded of 
two parts, the one stronger than the other”. The symbol already sug- 
gests the Medo-Persian Empire. The third Empire, in its dark lowering 
color, is to us even at first sight remarkably combined, “the belly and 
thighs.” Yet the lower part of the human figure singularly combines the 
greatest activity and strength with the dullest, most inactive, proverbial 
sluggishness. Just so were the two parts of Alexander’s empire con- 
trasted. The old fierce energy of Egypt and the Mesopotamian powers 
was gone. “?The loins of Greece held together the belly of Asia, yet 
could not impart toititsown activity. As the mostactive part of the body, 
the centre of its strength, motion, power of turning, is in closest nearness 
with that, which will simply be carried, so, in the kingdom of Alexander, 
was the then most stirring and self-adapting people with the mere passive 
East.” It reminds us involuntarily of the contrast, which impressed 
itself on Aristotle‘, of “the thoughtful and contriving but spiritless char- 


1 Hofmann, Weissag. u. i. Erfill. i. 278, 9. 

2Ib. 279. “The chest is twofold and un- 
equal; the heart, the centre of the circula- 
tion of the blood, belongs to one side only. 
Then the arms hang on both sides of the 
chest: they especially have activity; the 
chest, firmness. Medes and Persians are 
the two sides of the chest, the arms stretch 
out from the chest, yet are not severed from 
it; so Phenicia and Egypt stretehed out on 
the one side, the territory of the Lydian 
empire with the Greeks of Asia Minor on the 
other, controlled from the centre of the 
empire, yet ever inclined to make themselves 
independent, and often successful, Alexan- 


der, before he attacked the centre of the 
kingdom, mastered the two arms which the 
Persian kimg had once stretched out, so full 
of peril to Greece.” 

3 Tb. 280. 

4In his well known passage (Pol. vil. 7.) 
speaking of his own (Alexander’s) time, 
“The nations in the cold countries and those 
around Europe are full of spirit, but are 
rather wanting in thought and contrivance ; 


wherefore they retain their freedom, but 


have no fixed polity and cannot govern their 
neighbors. Those of Asia are thoughtful 
and contriving, but spiritless, wherefore they 
abide in subjection and servitude, But the 
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acter” of the Asiatics, and “the spirited and thoughtful” genius of the 
Greeks, which would enable them to “rule the world, if” concentrated by 
“one government.” The third Empire, one at first, is then represented 
in the thighs, as two great portions; not closely united together as the 
two sides of the chest, but one only by their common connection with the 
upper part, or inthem continued. Nothing could more exactly represent 
those two subdivisions of Alexander’s empire, the account of which is 
expanded to Daniel in Ch. xi, those by which his people were most 
affected. 

The kingdoms of the Seleucid and the Ptolemies, ever at variance 
with one another, had no unity, they were in no sense a kingdom, except 
as they were connected with the great Empire-plan of Alexander. They 
were continuations of Greek predominance over the nations of Oriental 
character in Asia Minor, Egypt, Syria, Assyria. They carried out that 
interpenetration of the Greek and Oriental nations, which Alexander must 
have contemplated; they Hellenized Egypt and Western Asia, and un- 
knowingly prepared the way for the Gospel by diffusing, through means 
of their Greek cities, the language in which it was to be given. - 

In the fourth Empire we have again strength, ending in division; 
strength yet greater than in the third Empire, ending in greater division; 
yet, even in its division, retaining to the end, in its several portions, its 
original iron might. Its chief characteristic is its strength. It is likened 
to the metal proverbially strony; it is strong as iron); and it crushes all 
“successively. Forasmuch as iron breaketh in pieces and subdueth all things ; 
and as iron that breaketh all these, it shall crush and break. It is an annihil- 
ating power, which leaves to that which it conquers, no trace of its exist- 
ence, but itself replaces it. Twofold in its form, as the Roman power, 
itself one, came to be divided into East and West, it ends in yet further 
division into ten kingdoms; and the iron commingles itself with a material 
as plastic, as itself is unyielding, potter’s clay. This, as Daniel inter- 
prets it, expresses partly the mingled strength and weakness of the later 
condition of the empire, strong, as before, in some parts, yet side by side 
with weakness, partly the union of this fourth empire with that which 
was foreign from itself, through intermarriages, the seed of men?, whereby 
however the two powers do not cohere. History down to Antiochus 
Epiphanes exhibits nothing of this sort. There was no such subdivision 
into ten; no three which were uprooted. An union moreover between 
the Seleucidee and Ptolemies by intermarriages would have been an union 
of like, not of unlike, materials. It would have been a cementing of the 
kingdom within itself, iron with iron, not iron with clay. There were 
also (as we shall see) only two such alliances between the two houses, and 
even those on no one policy. The ancient explanation corresponds best 
with the symbol, that the Eastern and Western Empire subdivided still 


Greek race, as it occupies the mid-space abides free and with excellent polities, and 
between them, so it partakes of both; for it is able to rule the world, if it should come to 
is both spirited and thoughtful; whence it have one government.” 1ii.40. 2Ib. 43. 
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further. “!When Germans and Slaves advanced partly into Roman 
ground, anyhow into the historical position of the Roman Empire, their 
princes intermarried with Roman families. Charlemagne was descended 
from a Roman house; almost at the same time the German Emperor 
Otho II? and the Russian Grand-Prince Vladimir® intermarried with 
daughters of the East-Roman Emperor. This was characteristic for the 
relation of the immigrating nations to Rome; they did not found a new 
kingdom, but continued the Roman. And so it continues to the end of 
all earthly power, until its final ramification into ten kingdoms. To at- 
tempt now to mark out these would be as misplaced, as to fix the Coming 
of Christ, [with which they stand connected] to-morrow or the next day.” 

Even an opponent has said; “*It is in favor of this interpretation [of 
the 4th empire as the Roman] that the two feet of iron can be referred to 
the Eastern and Western Empire.” 

ii. This dream of Nebuchadnezzar is confessed on all hands to be ex- 
panded in the first vision of Daniel. Nebuchadnezzar’s dream had repre- 
sented human empire in its intelligent, well-proportioned might. It was 
man’s power as formed, in some measure, in the image of God. The sub- 
stance, the strength, the character, of the several empires were different; 
the form was one. Daniel’s vision exhibits them on another side. The 
four winds of heaven are driving at once upon the great sea, that repre- 
sentative, throughout Holy Scripture, of our troubled world , and out of 
it there arise four forms of more than human strength. The terrific and 
wasting power of the world-empires is exhibited under the image of brute* 
force, four great beasts ®, diverse one from the other. A sort of unity is given 
to them, in that they are all exhibited at first to the prophet’s eye at 
once. God shews them to him first, as He Himself sees all things, at 
once’; then, as they arose in fact, succeeding one another. Nor did they 
arise of their own power. ‘“* Not without being acted on by the winds of 
heaven, does the sea send forth those beasts; not without being set in 
motion by the pewecs above, does the heathen world form itself into 
those great empires.’ 

The intervals in the vision are marked very distinctly by the words, °I 
continued gazing, till—After this I gazed on, and lo,— After this, I gazed on in 


1 Hofmann, p. 281. 

2See l’Art de vérifier les Dates, ii. 2. p. 103. 

8 A. D. 989. Ib. 250. 

4De Wette, Hall. Encycl. art. Daniel. He 
adds that, in his opinion, the European king- 
doms “can only ina very figurative way be 
looked upon as a continuation of the Roman 
Monarchy, and that the number ten cannot 
be verified in them; yet it has its difficulty 
to make out the ten kings according to the 
other explanations.” See further in Lect. 3. 
I only cite him, as an instance how that inter- 
pretation, so far, commended itself to one on 
the extreme opposite side. 

5See Is. xvii. 12. Babylon is “the dragon 


by the sea.” Ib. xxvii. 1. Pharaoh, Ezek. 
xxix. 3. add xxxii. 2. comp. Rev. xiii. 1, xvii. 
1, 5. xxi. 1. “The sea is the world.” S. Ephr. 

6 as Ps. I xviii. 30. ixxiv. 13, 14. Is. and Ez. n. 
1. Jer. li. 34. 

Tyii. 3. Asin Rev. viii. 2. the “seven trum- 
pets” are given at once, sounded succes- 
sively. 8 Hofm. 283. 

MID TIN vii. 4, 6, 7, 9, 11, 13. SaAwD 
NW vii. 8. ‘lit. “T was (one) considering,” 
much as people say in idiomatic English, “I 
was a’ considering.” The substantive verb 
with the participle never means in Hebrew or 
Chaldee mere relative time, but always marks 
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the night visions and lo,—I continued considering the horne and lo,—I went on 
gazing till the thrones were set—I went on gazing because of the great words—I 
gazed on, till the beast was slain ;—I gazed on in the night visions, and behold, 
one like the Son of man came in the clouds of heaven. The idiom in all these 
cases expresses an abiding condition, a period during which the objects 
displayed to Daniel remained before his sight, and he gazed upon each, 
until the next came. The continuance of the sight before him in the 
vision implies a duration of that which is exhibited. Once only, in the 
course of the vision, is the idiom omitted; and that, in remarkable cor- 
respondence with the circumstances. Daniel saw this vision in the first 
year of Belshazzar; just at the close, then, of the Babylonian Empire, and 
just before the beginning of the Medo-Persian. As to the Medo-Persian 
Empire alone, which was to come at furthest in a very few years, he does 
not use the idiom. After closing the account of the Babylonian, a man’s 
heart was given to it, he proceeds, and behold another beast ; as describing an 
event which was immediately to follow. 

In the first year of Belshazzar, when Daniel saw this vision, the sun of 
the Babylonian Empire was now setting. It was setting, (as it seems,) in 
its grandeur, like the tropic sun, with no twilight. It continued in its 
integrity, until, through the weakness of its rulers, it sank at once. 
Daniel sees it in its former nobility. As it had been exhibited to Nebu- 
chadnezzar under the symbol of the richest metal, gold, so now to Daniel, 
gs combining qualities ordinarily incompatible, a lion with eagle’s wings. 
It had the solid strength of the king of beasts of prey, with the swiftness 
(of the royal bird, the eagle.. Jeremiah had likened Nebuchadnezzar both 
to the lion! and the eagle?. Ezekiel* had compared the king, Habak- 
kuk# and Jeremiah °, his armies, for the rapidity of his conquests, to the 
eagle. So he beheld it for some time®, as it had long been. Then he 
saw its decay. Its eagle-wings were plucked; its rapidity of conquest was 
stopped; itself was raised from the earth and set erect; its wild savage 
strength was taken away; it was made to stand on the feet of aman. “In 
lieu of quickness of motion, like eagle’s wings, is the slowness of human 
feet.” And the heart of mortal man® was given to it. It was weakened and 
humanized. It looks as if the history of its great founder was alluded to 
in the history of his empire. As he was chastened, weakened, subdued to 
know his inherent weakness, so should they. The beas#’s heart was given 
to him, then withdrawn, and he ended with praising God. His empire, 
from having the attributes of the noblest of beasts yet still of a wild beast, 
is humanized. “*The last empire ends in God-opposed blasphemy and 
perishes by the direct judgment of God.” 


an abiding and continued condition. See Ew. liv. 7, xlix. 19, 1. 17, 44. 2 xlix. 22. 
krit. Gramm. 2 282. p. 537. Winer, Gr. Chald. 3 Sxvii.3,12. 41.8. Siy. 13, Lam. iv. 19. 
47. The idiom occurs in Daniel ii.31, 34, iv. 7, 10. Oxy TY OVI NM vii. 4. see n. 5. 
ace in this ch. vii. 2, 21. and in his Heb. viii. TIbn Veone Pe ve 

5. Pap aon On the like use of the parti- y 
ciple asa Hebraism i in the N.T. see Buttmann. WIN with the idea of weak po, as In 
Gramm. d. N. T. Particip. n. 26. pp. 266, 7. BAIN. * Hofmann, 284, 
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The second beast, the bear, corresponds with the solid, heavy chest of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s statue. The two-fold division and the relative strength 
of the two sides, the o one str ‘onger than the other, recur in this symbol 


aes its chief strength hés*. It lifts itself up heaves in contrast with the 
winged rapidity of the Chaldean or Babylonian conquests. The three ribs 
in its mouth correspond accurately to the three kingdoms which the Medo- 
Persian empire swallowed up, the Lydian, Babylonian, Egyptian*. It is 
bidden, Arise, devour much flesh, in conformity with the greedy, “all-eat- 
tng” Eiiratter oF he animal. Waste of human life was a characteristic 
of the Persian Empire in its heavy aggressiveness. Heaviness was, after 
Cyrus, the characteristic of its wars 

It never moved, except in ponderous masses, avalanches, precipitated 
upon its enemy, sufficient to overwhelm him, if they could have been 
discharged at once, or had there been any one commanding mind to 
direct them. . Like Attila or Timour, they wielded vast masses of human 
strength on their enemies; their armies varied from 300,000 on slighter 
expeditions to a million. Darius’ army, with which he marched through 
the desolate regions of Scythia, was counted at 700,000, exclusive of his 
fleet of 600 ships®, which would add a naval force of 120,000 men®, 
Xerxes’ expedition against Greece resembled more the emigration of vast 
hordes, than an army; they were calculated at above two million and a 
half of fighting men’. Artaxerxes Longimanus, his successor, gathered 
two armies, each, it is said, exceeding 300,000 men, to subdue the single 
province of Egypt®. The first was defeated chiefly through 200 Athenian 
ships®. It is noticed how Artaxerxes gathered his army from all quar- 
ters to resist his brother Cyrus the younger®. Xenophon tells us that 
deserters and prisoners counted it 1,200,000, and that it was actually 
900,000, a contingent of 300,000 not having arrived in time”. Even its 
last unwarlike king brought an army of 500,000", or 600,000" to the 
battle of Issus; and, two years after its defeat, he gathered 1,000,000, in 
splendid array ', to cover the plain of Gaugamela, a multitudinous host 


1 According to the pointing, nid pi or, if 
ND Pth , “lifts up one side.” 


2See Rey. xiii. 2. Oppian singles out “the 
right hand,” Cyneg. iv. near the end, quoted 
Boch. Hieroz. iii. 9. 1i, 132. Leipz. 

3“ Cyrus, the first king of Persia, subdued 
the whole East to the Hellespont; Cambyses 
his son, Egypt and Aithiopia; Darius Hys- 
taspes, the Scythian Nomads in the North.” 
Theod. Rather, “Thrace.” But it is ques- 
tionable whether he permanently subdued 
more than the sea-coast. comp. Her. v. 2. 
and 10. 

4 réudayov. Aristot. H. A. viii. 5. see others 
in Boch. 1. e. p. 148. 

5 Her. iy. 87. 

6 At 200 to each trireme vii. 184. 

7 Her. vii. 185. The Greeks believed that 3 


millions were gathered against them at Ther- 
mopyle. Her. vii: 228. Xenophon calls it “a 
countless army.” Anab. iii. 2. 13. 

8 Diod. xi. 74, 75. 

9Diod. xiv. 22. Their gathering place was 
Egbatana. “But when those from India and 
some other nations, were behindhand on 
account of the distance,” &e. He gives its 
numbers from Ephorus at “not less than 
400,000.” 

10 Anab. i. 7. 10. 

11 Diod. xvii. 31. Arrian says, on the author- 
ity of Ptolemy Lagi, that 110,000 were slain. 
li. 11. 

12 Arrian, ii. 8. 12. 

13 1,000,000 foot, 40,000 horse, 200 seythed 
chariots.” Arr. iii. 8. 8. Arrian mentions 
Indians near Bactria, Bactrians, Sogdians, 
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from all the nations yet left under his sway, to be mostly but the specta- 
tors of his disgrace. 

“When the Persians first became a conquering people,” says Heeren’, 
“it was their uniform practice to strengthen their armies by means of 
the conquered nations, who were forced to accompany them on their 
further advances. But when they had founded and organized their Em- 
pire, and were lords of all Asia from the Indus to the Mediterranean, it 
would have involved endless difficulties to collect troops out of lands so 
distant. To do this on all little occasions, such as internal disturbances 
or easy wars, would have been as unmeaning as impossible. Still it con- 
tinued to be their practice, that, on all great national undertakings, 
whether directed to the enlargement of the empire in distant lands or to 
meet mighty aggressions from without, such musters were made of all 
the subject nations, as is shewn by the great arrays under Darius Hystas- 
pes, Xerxes, and even under the last Darius. 

“Even the preliminary preparations were of immense extent. The 
king’s command issued to all nations of the empire, directing what each 
was to contribute, in men, horses, ships or provisions”. The commotion 
occasioned thereby throughout Asia lasted, before the expedition of Xer- 
xes, for four full years®. Time was required, before the contingents out 
of the distant countries could be brought together. 

“ For all in common there was one rendezvous; in Xerxes’ expedition, 
this was in Cappadocia. Here all those contingents out of all provinces 
of the empire met together, each led by its Satrap. In the war itself 
these retained no command, the officers were taken from the Persians. 
This was a privilege of the conquering nation, just as it was among the 
Moguls and Tartars. The subject nations were treated as property, and 
were called slaves, in contrast with the Persians ‘ who on their side were 
called Freemen. Such was the relation of the nations to each other; 
toward the king the Persians were as little free as the others. 

“The order of march in their own territories was marvelous; rather 
there was scarce any order. The men were not even separated according 
to nations®, but formed an immense chaos. In the midst was the king 
with the Persians; the baggage went before. As they advanced, the 
inhabitants of the countries through which they passed were driven on 
and had to swell the multitude® So the mass grew continually ;—the 
baggage must have become incalculable’. The most inconceivable thing 
is the provisioning. In the countries through which they passed, corn 
had to be laid up long before; other was brought by ships. Else the 


Sacian allies, Arachoti, and the mountaineer 1Tdeen, i. 513-18. 

Indians, Arians, Parthians, Hyreanians, Tapy- 2 Her. iv. 83. vii. 21. 

rians, Medes, Cardusians, Albanians, Tace- 3 Her. vii. 20. 4 Her. vii. 9. 
sine, those on the Red Sea, Uxii, Susians, 5 Her. vii. 40. . 

Babylonians, with transplanted Carians, and 6 As, e.g. the Thracians. Her. vii. 110. 
Sitaceni, Armenians, Cappadocians, Ceele- 7“The number of women-bakers, concu- 


Syrians, Mesopotamians. Diodorus states the bines, eunuchs, baggage-horses and other 
foot at 800,000, the horse at 200,000, the chariots —_ beasts of burthen, and of dogs,” Herodotus 
at 200. xvii. 53, says, “ was countless.” vii. 187. 
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hordes had to provide for themselves. Meals were ordered for the king 
and his attendants; but were given at such an expenditure, that this 
alone exhausted the cities’. The king and his grandees had their tents, 
the rest encamped under the open heaven ?, which must have unavoid- 
ably entailed a number of diseases. 

“On approaching the enemy’s country, the army was divided accord- 
ing to nations. This was connected with a muster which the king com- 
monly made. Hence the document in which Herodotus has preserved 
to us an accurate list of the nations in Xerxes’ army*. The muster took 
place in Europe. Little instructive as the scene may be for military 
men, there could scarce be one more interesting to the observer of 
nations. The history of the world gives no instance, of which such a mul- 
titude and variety of nations was compressed into one spot of the earth, 
as appeared, each in his peculiar costume and arms, on the plain of 
Doriscus. Herodotus counts and describes 56 nations, which served by 
land, horse and foot, or part in the fleéet*. There were Indians in their 
cotton dress, and Xthiopians from beyond Egypt, clad in skins of lions; 
the black Walruchs from Gedrosia and the Nomad tribes from the 
steppes of Mongolia and the great Buchary ; wild hunting tribes, like 
the Sagartians, who, without weapon of bronze or steel, caught their 
enemies, like the animals they hunted, in leathern lassoes, and Medes 
and Bactrians in rich array; Libyans with 4 horse chariots ®, and Arabs 
upon camels; Phoenician mariners with numerous squadrons, and 
Asiatic Greeks compelled to fight against their countrymen. Never did 
despotism exhibit a spectacle, which began so splendidly, to end so 
pitiably.” od ee 

Every lineament then of the description agrees with the Medo-Persian 
empire; the heavy fierceness and the destructiveness of the animal; the 
prominence given to the one side; the three ribs, which can receive no 
explanation as to any other empire. 

Of the third empire, the characteristics are swiftness and insatiable- 
ness of conquest, and four-fold division. The panther®, an animal, in- 


1 Her. vii. 118. 2 Tb. 119. 8 vii. 59-100. no fable, nor the sum any exaggeration of 
4“ Herodotus says that all the nations Herodotus. Whether it was misstated in the 
were horsemen, but that the Persians em- Persian documents, we have now no means 
ployed some only as such. (vii. 84.) They of judging.” 
were jimited by the means of subsistence. 5 Her. iv. 170. 189. 
The whole number of fighting men he fixes 6“Most naturalists have arrived at the 
at rather more than 244 millions. We,inour conclusion that the Leopard and Panther are 
days, have seen France alone, by alike con- one and the same animal.” Museum of Nat. 


seription, send toward a million of fighting Hist. p. 113. “{t is about a third less than 
men into the field. In itself then, it is the tiger.” “The size varies, and independ- 
nothing strange, if out of the vast Asia and ently of this, there occur varieties from 
no small portion of Europe and Africa one dark brown to black. The size of the spots 
anda half as many again could be brought andthe arrangement of the rows vary without 
together. (Her. vii. 185.) The counting by any variation in the essential characters.” 
10,000s was a Persian custom insuch expedi- Giebel die Sauge-Thiere, p.875. Dr. Rolleston. 
tions. Witness Darius in his Scythian expedi- I have substituted the word “ Panther,” for 
tion; the sum told wasengravenoncolumns. the “Leopard” of the E. V., because at 
(Her. iv. 87.) Thiscounting then is certainly present the name “leopard” is popularly 
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satiable above every other Aa of prey, gifted with a swiftness which 
scarce any prey can escape’, is represented yet further with four wings. 
The subdivision of the Empire is indicated by its four heads. Its color in 
the animal corresponds to the brass of the image; its swiftness to the 
activity of the loins and thighs in the image. Probably moreover, the 
multiplication of the heads means more than the subdivision of rule. The 
human head was, in the dream of Nebuchadnezzar, a symbol of human 
intelligence. Probably these heads, like the four-headed creatures in 
Ezekiel’s vision”, looked all ways, E.W.N.S. Their so looking was in 
itself a symbol of circumspection, of manifold versatile intelligence. 
This remains further to be developed in the next vision. 

But, again, the chief object of interest in the vision, as in Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s dream, is the 4th Empire. For the living creature which repre- 
sents this, there is no name. No one creature can express its terribleness, 
not even if the attributes of different creatures, (as in the symbol of the 
lion with eagle’s wings) were combined to picture it. Only, words expres- 
sive of terror and might are heaped, the one upon the other, to charac- 
terize it. We have the terribleness which was ascribed to the aspect of the 
image, as a whole; and the strong might, which was the property of the 
fourth kingdom in it, and that, exceedingly ; and Daniel framed appar- 
ently a new word to enforce the conception of its strength. He calls it 
terrible and mightful* and strong exceedingly, diverse from ali the beasts 
before it, with great iron teeth and nails of brass, which should not only 
devour, like the bear, but should stamyp the residue with its feet. “In the 
former beasts,” says 8. Jerome, “there are single tokens of terribleness ; 


used of pees animal; of old, it was used 
to designate the larger animal, which was 
supposed, on account of its size, to be a cross 
between the lion and the pard. (Bochart.) 
The Panther is next in size to the Tiger, 
whose habitat is more Eastward. Dr. Rolles- 
ton tells me, “The extreme point of the 
Tiger’s westward distribution seems to be 


more victims it destroys. If it precipitate 
itself in the midst of a large flock, unless 
chased away, it leaves nothing alive. {it 
breathes only blood, carnage, death. It 
attacks all animals except the lion, and con. 
quers all. Extremely light in its course, tt 
is fleeter than any; its motions are so sub: 
tle, so prompt, that 1t is difficult to escape it. 
the Southern slopes of the Caucasus, which Thickets, ditches, even small rivers cannot 
was the Eastern boundary of the Leopard’s arrest it inits course. It lightly clears them 
distribution, its western boundary being the all, and if the creature which it pursues, 
Atlantic, as the Tiger’s Eastern is the Pacific escape into a tree, the Panther, notwith- 
ocean.” standing the bulk of its body, is there as 
soon. Thus it declares war against the in- 
habitants of earth and air. The bird, too 


1“Tt is borne,” says S. Cyril, “ with swift- 
est course against what it wills, and runs 


with feet so swift, that no track is seen nor 
any imprint left on the ground.” on Hos. 
xiii. 7. The Abbé Poiret (in his Voyage en 
Barbarie, 1789. i. 224.) gives this account of 
the Panther; “The Arabs have assured me 
that they fear the Panther more than the 
lion, both for themselves and for their 
flocks. It is of the nature of the tiger. Its 
rage is to drink its full of blood, and, when 
satisfied with it, to see it flow and, as it were, 
to bathe in it. Its fury is never slaked; but 
seems even to gain fresh nourishment, the 


young to leave its nest, although placed at 
the summit of the tallest tree, becomes its 
prey. The thirst for blood is seen in its 
look; its eye is always sparkling with anger 
and rage.” 2 Ezek. i. 10. 2 vil. 7. 

4. DN. The root exists only in Arabie 
in this sense, whence in Heb. 0° In, 
“loins,” as the seat of human strength. fo 
the extant Aramaic, the root has only the 
meaning “wished for, lingered,’ No other 
was found either by Quatremére or Bern- 
stein, 


TEN HORNS OR KINGDOMS CONTEMPORANEOUS. OF 


in this there are all.” The beast of the Revelations, which was framed 
after this description of Daniel, is combined of the first three of Daniel. 
‘The beast which I saw was like unto a leopard, and his feet as the feet of 
a bear, and his mouth as the mouth of a lion. 

Of the last Empire, like the first, Daniel sees not only certain charac- 
teristics, but a history. Intervals of its history are marked. It embraces 
a long period. The beast appears at first with the ten horns at once, as 
the third beast with its four heads. Its charicteristic is stupendous 
strength, as that of the third is manifold intelligence. But although, in 
order to manifest its unity, it appears as one whole, the explanation 
shews that the ten horns belong to a subsequent stage of its existence. 
For first its characteristic crushing power and its use of that power are 
dwelt upon; * The fourth beast shall be the fourth kingdom upon the earth, 
which shall be diverse from all kingdoms, and shall devour the whole earth 
and shall tread it down and break it in pieces. Then, after this, the ten 
horns are explained to be kings or kingdoms which should issue out of it. 
* And the ten horns out of (i. €. going forth from) this kingdom are ten kings 
that shall arise. Throughout these prophecies the king represents the 
kingdom, and the kingdom is concentrated in its king. The kings then 
or kingdoms which should arise out of this kingdom, must, from the 
force of the term as well as from the context, be kings or kingdoms which 
should arise at some later stage of its existence, not those first kings with- 
out which it could not be a kingdom atall. For these do not arise out 
of it, but are a part of it. We could speak of the United States, or 
(should we erect these into independent states hereafter) of India, the ' 
Canadas, the Australasian Colonies, as arising, springing out of the king- 
dom of Britain. We could not speak of our own line of sovereigns, as 
kings who came forth from the kingdom of Britain; for they were all 
along an integral part of it. The kingdom never existed without them. 

These ten horns or kingdoms are also to be contemporaneous. They are 
all prior in time to the little horn which is to arise out of them. Another, 
he says, shall arise after them, and it diverse from the rest; as the whole 
kingdom should be diverse from those kingdoms which were before it. 
Yet the ten horns or kingdoms are to continue on together, until after the 
eleventh shall have risen up; for it is to rise up among them and to destroy 
three of them. The description, in itself, implies, that the ten horns 
symbolize ten kingdoms, not ten kings only. For in this way only could 
the two traits be compatible, that the eleventh was to come up among them 
and yet after them. One could say of the new kingdom of Italy, that it 
came up after the other kingdoms of Europe, and yet among them. But 
one could not say of the king of Sardinia, that he arose up among the 
kings his predecessors, who were of necessity dead before he arose. To 
arise up after, and yet among, are incompatible, except when those former 
things abide. 

So then, within the period of the fourth empire, there are these dis- 


1 Rey. xiii. 2. 2 See ab. pp. 121, 2. 3 vii. 23. 424, 


128 PERMANENT SUBDUAL DISTINGUISHED ROMAN EMPIRE. 


tinct periods, 1) the time until it is divided into the ten portions symbol- 
ized by the ten horns, as, before, it was represented as ending in the ten 
toes; 2) the period of those ten horns. 3) That in which the eleventh, 
diverse from the rest, held its sway. This also is marked to be no brief 
time, both from the events in it, and from the wondering lengthened con- 
templation of the Prophet: ! I continued narrowly observing these horns ; 
and, behold, there came up among them another little horn, before whom three 
of the first horns were uprooted ; and behold, in this horn were eyes like the eyes 
of a man, and a mouth speaking great things— I continued gazing then 
because of the voice of the great words which the horn spake; I gazed on even 
till the beast was slain— I gazed on, and the same horn made war with the 
saints, and prevailed against them. 4) The period after the destruction of 
that power and of the whole fourth kingdom which is to perish with him, 
indicated by the words; And the rest of the beasts, the other kingdoms, their 
dominion was taken away, yet their lives were prolonged on to a season and 
time, ti. e. on to the time appointed by God. The sentence seems most 
naturally to relate to a time after the destruction of the 4th empire; for 
it continues the description. It does not seem to be simply an account of 
what God had® done afore-time to those former empires, viz. that when 
He took away their world-rule, He left them in being as nations, but of 
something which should be after the destruction of the fourth. This 
however will be made clear when the time comes. 

The latter part of this, being still future, we cannot explain certainly. 
Prophecy is not given to enable us to prophesy, but as a witness to God 
when the time comes. This prophecy reaches on to the end of time. 
Much of it is confessedly expanded in the Revelations, as still to come. 
It would then be as inconsistent in us to attempt to explain it, as it would 
be in the school of Porphyry, not to explain it. For, according to them, 
it relates to past facts. They assume the book to have been written in 
the times of Antiochus Epiphanes, to relate to his times, and to be 
intended to influence his times. Then, they are bound by their own 
hypothesis to explain it, if they can, with reference to those times. For, 
according to them, it represents past facts. The impossibility of pointing 
out these has, since Porphyry’s time, been one chief rock, on which those 
theories have been wrecked. 

Christians can point out the correspondence of the fourth Empire, as 
far as is incumbent on them, viz. in its beginning. Crushing power was 
the characteristic of the fourth beast. Permanent subdual distinguished 
the Roman Empire. Other Empires swept over like a tornado. They 
ravaged, extorted submission, received tribute. But their connection with 
the states whom they subdued, was loose and disjointed. The title “king 


1 vii. 8. 211. 821, 6 Katpds, S. Luke xxi. 8. xpdvovs } Katpods, 
4 yw) 2 TY. TT (i. q. Heb. yin) isa Acts i. 7, 1 Thess. v. 1. 

Pee 5y. 12. depends apparently on y.1l. “I 
5 gazed on until the beast was killed and his 
28, iv. 33, Ezr. v. 3. See also vii. 25.andin body destroyed—and the rest of the beasts, 
Heb. Eccl. iii. 1, Neh. ii. 6. and in the N. T. their dominion,” &e. 


definite time, as in the phrase SINT AD iii. 
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of kings,” which Assyrian‘, Babylonian 2, Persian *, assumed in succession, 
was a boast which confessed weakness. They had not the power of con- 
solidating into one the disjointed materials of their greatness. The plans 
of Nebuchadnezzar, Cyrus, Alexander, the previous founders of world- 
Empires, failed in the hands of unworthy successors. Rome kept in 
dependence on itself all which it acquired, inferior yet still integral mem- 
bers of its polity. Dionysius, comparing it to the empires before it, espe- 
cially the Assyrian, Persian, Alexander’s, says*, “If any one, considering 
the governments of which we have any account in the past, apart and as: 
compared with one another, would judge which had the largest rule, and. 
wrought the brightest deeds in peace and war, he will find the Roman far 
to surpass all before it, not only in the greatness of its empire and the 
splendor of its deeds but in its duration until now. For the Assyrian 
Empire, of fabulous antiquity, held but a small part of Asia. The 
Median, which destroyed the Assyrian and gained a wider rule, lasted no 
long time, but was overthrown in its 4th generation. The Persians, who 
subdued the Medes, mastered at last wellnigh all Asia; but, invading 
Europe also, they brought over to them not many nations, and their 
empire continued not much more than two centuries. The Macedonian 
Dynasty, which destroyed the Persian Empire, surpassed in extent of 
empire all before it: yet neither did it flourish long, but on Alexander’s 
death began to decline. For being rent asunder straightway by his suc- 
cessors (Diadochi) into many governments, and having strength to last 
out to the second or third generation after them, it was internally weak, 
and at last was effaced by the Romans. Nor did it either subdue all land 
and sea. For it did not conquer that wide Africa except about Egypt, nor 
all Europe, but advanced Sees Northward as far as Thrace and westward . 
to the Adriatic. 

“Such was the acmé an might which the most illustrious Empires, 
recorded in history, attained, and they decayed. But the city of Rome 
rules over the whole habitable and inhabited earth, and the sea, not only 
within the columns of Hercules, but the ocean too, as far as ships may 
venture. It, first and alone of all in all recorded time, made East and West 
bounds of its sway; and the period of its might is not brief, but such as 
no other city or kingdom ever had.—Since it subdued Macedonia, which 
at that time seemed the most mighty on earth, it has now, for seven gen- 
erations, ruled without rival, barbarian or Greek. No nation, so to speak, 
disputes her supremacy or declines to obey her.” . 

Abating what is the language of panegyric, Rome had consolidated a 
dominion different in character from any before her and wider in extent. 

Such was the aspect of the successive kingdoms, such their outline. But 
the chief object of interest, that chiefly expanded, as in Nebuchadnezzar’s 


1 Hos. viii. 10, Is. x. 8. and Merodach-bala- fend; Pehleyi coins in De Sac. Mem. s. 


dan’s title, Is. xxxix. 1. diverses Antiq. de Perse, pp. 87, 8. Ges. on 
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dream, is that in which they should end, the kingdom of God victorious 
over the evil of the world. One verse is assigned to each of the first three 
kingdoms; one verse contains the explanation of them all; the rest of 
the vision and the explanation is occupied with that great conflict. We 
see, on earth, ! the little horn with eyes like the eyes of aman, man’s intellect- 
ual acuteness, and the mouth speaking great thinys, setting himself over 
against God*, destroying the saints of the most High, essaying to change 
worship * and law ; and all is, for the allotted time, given into his hand. 
On the other side heaven is opened to us; we see the Throne of God, and 
the Eternal God, and the judgment set, and the books opened, the records 
of man’s deeds and misdeeds; and one like a Son of Man in heaven ; like 
man, but nota mere man; Man, but more than man; in the clouds of 
heaven, to Whom, as man, is given power and glory and kingdom; all 
peoples should serve Him, and His dominion should last for ever. It is a 
sublime picture ; man, with his keen intellect, a look more stout than his 
fellows, overthrowing kings, doing his own will, speaking against God, 
placing himself over against Him as His antagonist, having, for a set 
time, all things in his hand; and aboye, out of his sight, God, enthroned 
in the serenity of His Majesty, surrounded by the 1000s of 1000s of heav- 
enly beings who serve Him; and, near Him, One in human form, born 
of a human birth, yet, like God, above in the clouds of heaven, the dark- 
ness shrouding Him from human eye, but reigning and to reign for ever, 
His kingdom neither to pass away by decay nor to be destroyed by violence. 
“4God is patient because He is eternal.” Below, all is tumult; above, 
all is tranquillity; the heavenly King over against the earthly potentate, 
until the last blasphemy draws down the lightning upon him; the voice 
of his great words ascends, the judgment of God descends. Because of the 
voice of the great words which the horn spake, I beheld till the beast was slain, 
and his body destroyed and given to the burning flame. 

The vision, in all its parts, corresponds to Nebuchadnezzar’s dream; 
only, whereas that mentions the beginning of this kingdom of God, as well 
as the annihilation of all human power by it, this exhibits mainly the last 
rebellion of man and its subdual. Its fulfillment we cannot, of course, 
point out, because the end is not yet®, but we can, at least, own its harmony 
and oneness with the Gospel. At the same time we shall see the impression 
which the prophecies of Daniel made on those to whom they were given. 

1) No one hesitated about 8. John Baptist’s meaning *, Repent ye, for the 


lvii. 8. I Zeph. iii. 18. and Fyy\75 jor Lam. i. 4. 
asmbyp s35 vii. 25. qb am. dey. lit. ad Pseud. Jon. paraphrases 7 yd 
latus, is probably i. q. 3335 “ over against,” “feasts” by NUD VID tel Lev. xxiii. 


“opposed to,” like m5 Dan. x. 13. comp. 2. 37. by *}191 Ib. 4. 44. Else yr is used of 

nadernet aaa the place of sacred assembly, Num. i. 1. Is. 
3p )DT “set times,” i.e. probably “the Xxxiii. 20. but Jyy)1) is retained of the fes- 

times” of the set feasts, (as we speak of  tival, Lev. 1. ¢. Lam. i. 4. Hos. ix. 5. 

sacred ‘“seasons,”) and so the worship of *“Patiens quia eternus.” 

those times. In Onk. it stands for abba bole) 5S. Matt. xxiv. 6, S. Mark xiii. 7, S. Luke 

Gen. i. 14. and Jon. puts Jy 13D} for xxi. 9. 6S. Matt. iii. 2. - 
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kingdom of Heaven is at hand. } All men mused whether he were the Christ or 
no. It was a known class among the Jews, who waited for the kingdom of 
God’; the same, of whom it is said, that they * waited for the consolation of 
Israel, * looked for redenyption in Jerusalem. The Pharisees demanded of 
Jesus®, when the kingdom of God should come? They understood His 
answer, ® The kingdom of God cometh not with observation. The kingdom of 
God is within you. The kingdom of God, the kingdom of heaven, occur in the 
Gospels, as names, as well known to the whole people of the Jews as 
faith, hope, charity, worship, or any other religious term. They are not 
explained, but are assumed to be understood. Our Lord embodied the 
title in His prayer which He gave us, Thy kingdom come. The kingdom 
of Heaven occurs exclusively, the kingdom, almost exclusively, in S. Mat- 
thew’s Gospel, as being written especially for Jewish converts; but he has 
also that other term more frequent in S. Luke, the kingdom of God". 
Of these equivalent terms, the kingdom of heaven is especially suggested 
by Daniel’s words*, the God of heaven shall set up a kingdom which shall 
never be destroyed, as also by the contrast with those kingdoms of man, 
which should arise from the earth’. The kingdom is the word of Daniel”. 

2) The King of this kingdom was to be of human birth", like a son of 
mortal man, and therefore not a mere man; accompanied by angels to the 
Throne of God, in that Majesty which had, before Daniel in this place, 
been spoken of God only, coming with the clouds of Heaven. 

As God manifested Himself in the cloud in the Exodus”, the wilder- 
ness #8, the tabernacle *, or the temple !, as the clouds hide from us what 
is beyond them, so they are spoken of as the visible hiding-place of the 
Invisible Presence of God. To ascribe then to any created being a place 
there, was to associate him with the prerogative of God. Holy Scripture 
says of God, }° He maketh the clouds His chariot ; “clouds and darkness are 
round about Him ; * His pavilion round about Him were dark waters and 
thick clouds of the sky ; ™ the clouds are the dust of His Feet : »° behold the Lord 
rideth upon a swift cloud, and shall come into Egypt. It says, *t one like a Son 


1S. Luke iii. 15. 

2S. Mark xv. 43, S. Luke xxiii. 51. 

3S. Luke ii. 25. 4 Ib. 38. 

5 Ib. xvii. 20. 6 Tb. 20, 1. 

7 The kingdom of Heaven, occurs 32 times 
in S: Matt. (see Schmid, Cone. vy. ovpavds ;) 
the kingdom, 6 times; S. Matt. iv. 23, viii. 12, 
ix. 35, xiii. 19, 38, xxiv. 14. the kingdom of 
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8 Dan. ii. 44. 

10 vii. 18, 22. 

nyIN VDD. Ib. 13. The 13 “son” ex- 
presses descent, as {2 in DIN j2 in Heb. 
When in Syriac, a compound word, barnosho, 
had been formed, the etymology was for- 


9 Ib. vii. 17. 


gotten, and the compound word came to 
signify “man,” so that it could be used even 
of Adam; not so, while they remained two 
words, (as in Ch.) The book of Enoch 
speaks of the Messiah, not only, in refer- 
ence to Daniel, as the Son of Man, but (from 
Gen. iii. 15.) as “the Son of woman, sitting 
upon the throne of His glory;” Lxi. 9. Oxon. 
Lxii. 5. Dillm. 

12 Wx. xiii. 21, 22, xiv.24. 

13 Ex. xvi. 10, xix. 9, xxiv. 15, 16, 18, xxxiv. 
5, Deut. iv. 11, Judg. v. 4. 

14 Ex. xl. 34, Lev. xvi. 2, Num. ix. 19, x. 34, 
Xi. 25: 

161 Kgs. viii. 10, 2 Chr. v. 13, Ezek. x. 4. 

16 Ps. civ. 3. 

17 Tb. xevii. 2. 

18 Ib, xviii. 11. 

20 Ts. xix. 1. 


19 Nah. i. 3. 
21 Dan. vii. 13. 


Lae, THE MESSIAH AS MORE THAN MAN. 


of man came with the clouds of heaven. It says the like of no other, save in 
prophecy of that evil being who said, 1 I will ascend above the heights of the 
clouds ; I wiil be like the most High. 

Even before our Lord came, the description was recognized as relating 
to the Messiah. The passage was cited in the book of Enoch?, when 
affirming the pre-existence of the Messiah “before the creation of the 
world and for ever’,” that He was the Revealer to man’, the Object of 
prayer‘, and would be, to all nations®, the stay, the light of nations®; the 
hope of the troubled’; the righteous Judge®, with Whom the saints 
should dwell for ever’. ’Anani, “He of the clouds,” continued to be a 
name of the Messiah; and the Jews, unable to distinguish beforehand 
His first and His second Coming, reconciled the account of His humilia- 
_ tion and His glory by the well-known solution; “It is written of king 
Messiah, and see, with the clouds of heaven One like a son of man came; and 
it is written, meek and riding wpon an ass. Be they [Israel] worthy, with 
the clouds of heaven; be they not worthy, meek and riding upon an ass.” 
Caiaphas understood it and all which it claimed for Him, his Judge, Who 
was arraigned before him, and Whom he had adjured by the living God, to 
say whether He were the Christ, the Son of God. ™ Thou hast said; Never- 
theless I say unto you, Hereafter ye shall see the Son of Man sitting on the Right 
Hand of Power and conving in the clouds of Heaven. Caiaphas understood, 
and thereon condemned Him for blasphemy. Once more our Lord ap- 
plied the words of Daniel to Himself, All power is given unto Me in heaven 
and in earth. The title, the Son of Man, as employed by our Lord, is the 
more remarkable, in that He always uses it of Himself as to His work for 
us on earth; no one ventures to use it of Him, except that 8. Stephen 
points to the commenced fulfillment of His prophecy to Caiaphas, » I see 
the heavens opened and the Son of man standing at the Right Hand of God. 
Our Lord called Himself “the Son of Man,” i. e. He Who was foretold 
under that Name in Daniel. 


1s. xiv. 14. days.” xlviii. 2. Dillmann renders “was 
2ch. xlvi.1-3. “Then I beheld the An- named.” 
cient of days, Whose head was like white 5 xlvili. 4. 6 xlviil. 3. 
wool, and with Him Another, Whose counte- 7 Ib. 4. 8 xi. 5, Lxviii. 39. 
nance resembled that of man. His counte- La ba bres : 


nance was full of grace, like one of the holy 
Angels. Then I enquired of one of the 
angels who went with me, and who shewed 
me every secret thing, concerning this Son 


10 Tanchuma, 13. 2. Ver. quoted by Beck, 
Targg. Chron. pp. 54, 5. Bereshith, R. on 
Gen. xxvili. 10. in the time of Mart. Pug. 


of man; who He was; whence He was; and 
why He accompanied the Ancient of days. 
He answered and said to me; This is the 
Son of man to Whom righteousness belongs; 
with Whom righteousness has dwelt, [dwell- 
eth, Dillm.] and Who will reveal [revealeth 
D.] all the treasures of that which is con- 
eealed,” &c. Abp. Laur. transl. 

8 xlviii. 3, 5, Ixi. 10. 

4“Tn that hour was this Son of man in- 
yoked before the Lord of spirits, and His 
name in the presence of the Ancient of 


NSanhedr. Chelek, f. 98. 1. Mart. p. 344. 
Schéttg. i. 1151. 

128. Matt. xxvi. 63, 4. 

13 Ib. xxviii. 18. from Dan. vii. 13, 14. 

144It occurs 32 times in S. Matth ; 14 times 
in S. Mark; 26 times in S. Luke; 10 times in 
8. John. (See Schmid, Cone. y. vids.) It is 
not used after the Resurrection, except 
when the Angels repeat our Lord's words 
before His Death, (S. Luke xxiv. 7.) and by 
S. Stephen in reference to His prophecy. 

1 Acts vii, 56. 
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3) Daniel foretold, not a kingdom in Israel only, not a conversion of 
the Heathen only, but that He Who sat above, in a form like a son of 
man, should be worshiped' by all peoples, nations and languages, and that 
this His kingdom should not pass away. And to Whom have peoples, 
nations and languages throughout the world, millions on millions, and 
hundred millions on hundred millions in successive generations, looked 
to and worshiped as their King, hereafter to come to be their Judge; 
Whom have they confessed in their Creeds all these centuries since any 
questioned it, as Him “Whose kingdom shall have no end,” save Him 
Who came in the form of a servant, like a Son of man, in Judea? 

ii. These two visions of the four empires both ended with the end of 
time, with the destruction of all human power, the everlasting kingdom 
of Christ. The next vision, which develops a part of Daniel’s former 
vision, stands in remarkable contrast with it, in its limited extent. It 
develops the account of two of the four kingdoms, just those two which 
had been touched on most slightly before; but has nothing of the king- 
dom of God, of the Coming of Christ, or of the end of the world. It is 
one detailed picture of an intermediate portion of the history; of events 
which meantime much affected God’s people, but which were comprised 
in their history. The vision is of the more moment in the interpretation 
of the rest, because its symbols are authoritatively interpreted in the Pro- 
phet himself. 

The two empires represented to Daniel are, that of Persia under the 
symbol of the ram, that of Greece, in the person of its first monarch, 
under that of the he-goat. Daniel, in his vision, is himself in Susa in 
Elam, the seat of the future Persian Empire. He sees the Medo-Persian 
world-empire forming itself, (as then, in the 3d year of Belshazzar, it 
actually was) and the higher, he says, was shooting wp (lit. ascending”) at 
the last. The empire united in itself the strength of two kingdoms, the 
later of which was the mightiest; as, in fact, Persia, which before was the 
chief dependency on Media, by a revolution rather than by a conquest, 
absorbed Media into itself. The ram, its symbol, butted West and North 
and South; for itself came from the East. Westward, it conquered 
Babylonia, Syria, Asia Minor; Northward, Colchis, Armenia; Southward, 
part of Arabia, Egypt, thiopia. It did according to its will*, great, 
proud, mighty things*. No beasts (i. e. no power,) could stand before tt, 
neither could any deliver out of its hand. Scripture joins together the meridian 


lyii. 14, 27. It is the same word, under 
which the three youths had refused the 
worship to Nebuchadnezzar’s image; (Dan. 
iii. 12, 14, 17, 18, 28.) it is used of Daniel’s 
worship of God; (Dan. vi. 17, 21. Ch. 16, 20. 
Eng.) Artaxerxes uses the verb of those 
who serve God in His temple, (Ezr. vii. 24.) 
and the noun, of Divine Service. (Ib. 19.) [all.] 

2j, e. as he was gazing. The Part. mop is 
of relative time. 8 See Her. iii. 31. 

Suan viii. 4. see on Joel ii. 20. p. 188. 


There is no special allusion to Persian pride, 
of which Greeks (Herod. i. 89. 134.) and 
Latins (Amm. M. xxiii. 6. 80.) speak. Dan- 
iel says, just afterward, of Alexander, that 
he waxed very great, or did exceeding greatly, 
I8D Wy S307, viii. 8. Pride is, of course, 
inseparable from the greatness and success 
of unregenerate man. Alexander was as 
much intoxicated with it as the Persians. 
Both did great things and acted as great, i.e. 
proudly. 
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and the sunset. The power arose, ascended to its zenith, fell. The fall is 
the issue of all human greatness, which man, whether exercising it or 
suffering under it, loses.out of sight; and so God brings it home to him. 
The he-goat, as described in an image which has been admired in classic 
poetry!, speeds from the West over the whole earth without touching the 
ground, slays the ram and tramples upon it. In its turn, the Persian Em- 
pire has no internal power to resist, and none to deliver it*. The he-goat 
is represented (according to the well-known symbol of Persepolis,) with 
its one beautiful horn between its eyes ; wonderful symbol of strength and 
intelligence. As it became strong, its horn was broken. In the midst of 
designs, the vastest and most multiform probably, which intelligent ambi- 
tion ever conceived, when not yet 338, Alexander perished. But for the 
marsh-fever of Babylon, aggravated by intemperance, they might have 
. been fulfilled. Then grew up the four beuutifui horns in its stead toward 
the four winds of heaven, 1. e. as it is explained, four kingdoms from that 
same nation, but not in its power. No one has been found to doubt that 
by these are intended Alexander’s four successors, the Diadochi, who col- 
lectively held whatever survived of his Asiatic conquests and his own 
dominions, subject to the rule of Greece. The network of Greek intelli- 
gence still lay spread over the whole compass of territory, which Alex- 
ander had laid open. The power of mind continued, although the 
might of strength was broken. The vision again, as to this empire too, 
hastens to the end, the latter time of this kingdom*. Then all the evils, 
which the people of God had had to endure, were concentrated and 
intensified. The office of Alexander’s empire was to prepare the way for 
the Gospel, by spreading Greek intelligence and the Greek language 
over Asia West of the Indus. We are familiar with the language, “to 
Hellenize Asia.” Antiochus Epiphanes mistook his office, directed 
against God what was to be subservient to God, and, in his mad self- 
will, profaned the temple, stopped the daily sacrifice, and would have 
trampled out the worship of God. The vision closes with the extinction 
of this Anti-Christ of the Old Testament;* he shall be broken without 
[human] hand ; the sanctuary shall be cleansed. 

To which empires, then, of the four do these two correspond? The 
Persian Empire is symbolized by a strong but heavy animal, the ram, 
corresponding to the bear of the preceding vision; the threefold direc- 
tion of its conquests answer to the three ribs in the bear’s mouth; the 
pre-eminence of the one of the two horns, to the greater power of striking 
attributed to the one side. So also as to the Greek Empire. The charac- 
teristics of the Grecian Empire, as given here, are exceeding swiftness 
and four-fold division. But these are precisely the characteristics of the 
3d Empire in the dream and the vision. Only in this later symbol it is 
explained in addition, that this four-fold division should not exist from 
the first. No one symbol could represent the whole without being un- 
natural. The oneness was represented in the four-headed, four-winged 


1 An. vii. 806-10. 2 villi. 7. 3 viii. 23. 4 vill. 25, 14. 
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panther, fierce and destructive, as all human conquests are, yet sagacious 
and beautiful, as the panther is above other beasts of prey, carrying in its 
four-headed empire, acute intelligence. The successiveness was symbol- 
ized by the horns, The one horn could be represented as replaced by 
the four horns. Such a change did not destroy the oneness of the living 
symbol.. The one head could not have been exhibited as replaced by 
four, without interruption of its oneness by death. 

Either of these identifications, the he-goat with four horns with the 
four-headed panther, or the ram with the bear, involves the other. For 
the symbol relates to two consecutive empires. It is cumulative evidence, 
whence each has a visible agreement with the corresponding symbol in 
the previous vision. Conversely, it is an aggravated disagreement with 
the previous symbols, when, in order to make out the fourth empire to 
be the Greek, the two symbols of the 8th chapter are fitted to two in the 
7th, with which they severally disagree. The four-horned he-goat, i. e. 
an empire, as it is explained, divided into four kingdoms, cannot agree 
with the 4th Empire, whose division into ten is marked by the ten horns 
of the terrible beast, and the ten toes of the image. Nor can the heavy 
ram, with its two horns, be identified with the superhuman swiftness of 
the four-headed leopard. The correspondence of the two symbols, each 
to each, in the one case, and their disagreement each from each, in the 
other, leave no question but that the third empire is the Grecian. But 
the third Empire being the Macedonian, there remains for the fourth 
empire, only the Roman. 

Nor is it any objection to this, that, in this way, opposition to God 
and anti-religious persecution occur both in the 3d and 4th empire 
under the symbol of a little horn, yet with a visible difference even in 
this symbol. For in the Grecian empire the little horn issues, not from 
the empire itself, but from one of its fourfold divisions. Out of one of 
them [the four beautiful horns] came forth a little horn. Antiochus Epi- 
phanes came out of one of the four kingdoms of Alexander’s successors, 
and that kingdom existed in him, as the fourth horn issued in the little 
horn. But in the fourth empire, the horn proceeds, not out of any 
one horn, but out of the body of the empire itself. It came up among 
them, [the horns,] wholly distinct from them, and destroyed three of 
them. Such a marked difference in a symbol, otherwise so like, must 
be intended to involve a difference in the fact represented. 

And why should there not be, under the fourth empire, an antagon- 
ism to the true God, concentrated in and directed by one individual, 
as it was in and by Antiochus in the third? Human nature repeats 
itself. What man has done, man will do. We, Christians, look for an 
Anti-Christ yet to come. Our Lord forewarned of him and his deceiv- 
ableness!. St. Paul describes such an one as Daniel speaks of?. Isaiah 
had before foretold of him and his destruction*®. This is now, thus far, 
a question of interpretation only. Why should we not suppose Daniel 


18, Matt. xxiv. 24. 22 Thess. ii. 3, 4. 3Tsaiah xiy. 13, 14. 
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to have meant what our Lord and His Apostles meant? Certainly Daniel 
himself makes a difference between the God-opposed power symbolized in 
the little horn of the 8th chapter and that in the 7th. For the opposi- 
tion to God in the eighth is manifestly the persecution by Antiochus 
Epiphanes, and ends simply in the death of the individual and the 
cleansing of the visible sanctuary. In speaking of the great God-opposed 
power, in which the Fourth Empire should centre, he speaks of a shaking 
of the world’s powers, such as the world has not yet seen. What he 
speaks of in plain reference to Antiochus Epiphanes, had its exact fulfill- 
ment in him. Had he meant that other description for him, it would 
have accorded also. The opponents of Daniel can find no escape from 
this, through assertions that’ the prophecy did not correspond with the 
event. For their hypothesis is, that Daniel is describing past events. 
Their other assumption, then, that the writer described the same event, 
in the one case, so exactly, in the other case, in a way so radically differ- 
ent, they leave unexplained and inexplicable. 

But it is said, that Antiochus Epiphanes is again spoken of in Ch. xi. 
and, that, after his destruction, the resurrection of the dead is foretold. 
This, if so, would prove nothing. It would only be that same foreshorten- 
ing, which we find throughout Holy Scripture, and in our Lord’s own 
prediction, first of the destruction of Jerusalem, and then of His 2d 
Coming to judge the world. 

But although Antiochus Epiphanes, the great sifter of the faith before 
our Lord came, is again in part described in the xith chapter, there are 
traits, which have nothing to correspond to them in Antiochus, which 
are even the exact contradictory of the character of Antiochus, but which 
do reappear in St. Paul’s account of the Anti-Christ to come. The image 
of the Anti-Christ of the Old Testament melis into the lineaments of the 
Anti-Christ himself. Antiochus was a propagator of false religions, a 
would-be-destroyer of the true. He opposed God, but he worshiped and 
was zealous for his false gods. “In two great and right things,” say two 
heathen historians!, “his was a truly royal mind, in gifts to cities and 
worship of the gods.” ‘“?In the sacrifices* [sent] to the cities and in 
the honor to the gods, he surpassed all who had reigned before him. 
This one may judge from the temple of Jupiter Olympius at Athens and 
the statues around the altar at Delos.” In his great shows at Antioch, in 
which he wished to outdo the Roman games, “*The number of statues 
was past telling. For the images of all gods or demons, yea and of 
heroes also, which are named or accounted of among men, were borne in 
procession, some gilded, some arrayed with cloth of gold, and to all there 
were appended the corresponding myths, according to the transmitted 
stories, in costly array.” And this culture of Heathen worship continued 
to his death. “® At Antioch too, having promised a magnificent temple 
of the Capitoline Jupiter, not with a gilded ceiling only, but its whole 


1 Liv. xli. 20. from Polybius. 3 @vatats. Gron. corrects Swpeats with Livy. 
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walls covered with gold-plating, and many other things in other places, 
he did not complete them, because his reign was very short.” One trait 
only of the anti-religious character of Anti-Christ was true of Antiochus 
also; he shall speak marvelous things against the God of gods. Blasphemy 
against God is an essential feature of any God-opposed power or individ- 
ual. It belongs to Voltaire as much as to Antiochus. All beside has no 
place in him. 1 He shall exalt himself and magnify himself above every god ; 
and he shall not regard the God of his fathers, nor regard the desire of women 
nor any god; for he shall magnify himself above all. But in his estate he shall 
honor the god of forces, and a god whom his fathers knew not shall he honor 
with gold and silver and with precious stones and pleasant things. Thus shall 
he do in the most strong holds with a strange god whom he shall acknowledge 
and increase with glory. Not only is all this alien from the character of 
Antiochus, but, in its essential traits, it belongs to an apostate from the 
truth, not to one who, like a heathen, should exchange one error for 
another. It would be no blame to a heathen, not to regard the gods of his 
Jathers, nor to honor gods whom his fathers knew not. The characteristics 
of this infidel king are (1) self-exaltation above every god; he shall mag- 
nify himself above every god; (2) contempt of all religion ; (8) blasphemy 
against the true God; (4) apostacy from the God of his fathers ; (5) disre- 
garding “the desire of women;” (6) the honoring of a god whom his 
fathers knew not. Of all these six marks, one only, in the least, agrees 
with Antiochus. Even if we translate the words, the gods of his fathers 
2 shall he not regard, this, as is attested by Polybius and Livy, was the very 
opposite of his character. For he was more zealous in their worship, 
than any of the kings before him. He was even a propagator of it. 
Like the Imperial persecutors of the Gospel afterward, he thought, we 
are told by the author of the first book of Maccabees, to hold his king- 
dom in one by oneness of worship. “* King Antiochus wrote to his 
whole kingdom, that all should be one people, and every one should 
leave his own laws; so all the heathen agreed according to the command- 
ment of the king.” What Antiochus forbade, was exclusiveness. People 
might worship what they liked, so that they did not refuse worship to the 
state-gods. Non-Greek Heathen could fulfill the king’s commandment 
by the worship of the Greek gods, without abandoning their own. To 
the Jews such worship involved the abandonment of God, who had for- 
bidden it. On the same principle as Hadrian afterward, Antiochus called 
the temple at Jerusalem “the temple of Zeus Olympius,” the Pan-Hel- 
lenic god; and that on Gerizim, “of Zeus Xenios‘,” or, as Josephus 
says®, at the request of the Samaritans also, of Zeus Hellenios. 


1 xi. 36-39. 

2 Bertholdt, Lengerke, &c. interpret ‘Syrian 
gods.” But the Syrians were one, and one only 
of the nations, held in subjection by the 
Greek kingdom. They were in no sense the 
fathers of the Seleucide. 

31 Macc. i. 41, 42. Josephus alludes to this 


decree in his summary of the speech of 
Mattathias which alludes to it. Antt. xii. 6. 2. 
from 1 Mace. ii. 19. 

42, Mace. vi. 2. 

5 Jos. Ant. xii. 5.5. gives the letter of the 
Samaritans and the rescript of Antiochus to 
Nicanor. 
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The spoiling of temples which is related of Antiochus was an irre- 
ligious act, according to their light, yet it was not so uncommon * as to 
form the groundwork and occasion of the picture of anti-Theism. Daniel 
relates the capture of even the sacred vessels of the temple of God, as 
one of the ordinary events of captivity. Nebuchadnezzar is, notwith- 
standing, described as the “Servant of God,” as having his kingdom and 
his glory given to him by God. No punishment came upon him for 
this. It was the direct and purposed insult to God, in the licentious and 
sensual desecration of those vessels, the idolatrous triumph over God, 
which brought down the judgment on Belshazzar. Seleucus Philopator 
had attempted, through Heliodorus, to plunder the temple at Jerusalem. 
The act, in itself, is no more than has been done by the Catholic sover- 
eigns of Spain and Portugal, and lately in Italy, in employing to secular 
purposes what had been given to God. 

Since it was suggested that the desire of women might be the Syrian 
goddess, Mylitta’?, the Germans have commonly adopted the explanation. 
Yet there is nothing in the revolting and also unnatural worship of 
Mylitta, which should entitle that degrading worship to be called the 
desire of women. Nor can I bring myself to think that Daniel, in a 
picture of the sin of Antiochus, would mention the abstinence from such 
a worship as a portion of that sin. And that the more, when Antiochus, 
in a degree frightful in his shamelessness even to Heathen, wallowed in 
the degradations which desecrated that worship. Nana*, whose temple 
Antiochus attempted to plunder, was very probably worshiped with 
Heathen abominations. But there was nothing characteristic in this 
attempt, that it should be singled out as exhausting the three descriptions, 
4 Neither shall he regard the gods of his fathers; nor the desire of women, nor 
any god shall he regard. 

But, further, these insulated attempts at explanations miss entirely the 
fact, that the whole of the character centres in the one point, that inten- 
sity of pride and competition with God, which we know of only in Satan 
and in the Anti-Christ to come. This is the recurring trait; ° “he shall exalt 
and magnify himself above every god; he shall not regard the God of his 
fathers; nor the desire of women nor any God shall he regard ; for he shall 
magnify himself above all.” The character is a blank denial of God, not 
a forgetfulness, nor a practical impiety, nor insolent spoliation; but a 


1Xerxes attempted to plunder Delphi; 
(Her. viii. 35-9.) the sacred war was occa- 
sioned by its actual plunder. The A®tolians 
destroyed the temple of Dodona; (Polyb. iv. 
67.) Antiochus the Great had lost his life in 
attempting to plunder a temple of Bel in 
Elymais, (Strabo xvi.1.18. p. 744. Cas.) A 
Parthian king succeeded in spoiling temples 
of Athene and Artemis there. (Ib.) Valerius 
Max. justifies the Roman Senate for a decree 
to “melt the golden and silver ornaments of 
the temples to pay the soldiers,” in the civil 
wars of Marjus and Sylla. (vii. 6. 4.) Sylla, to 


the same end, spoiled three temples, Delphi, 
that of Aisculapius at Epidaurus, and of 
Jupiter at Olympia. (Diod. Exe. ii. 614.) 
Diodorus remarks on the wealth of that of 
Olympia, as haying been unspoiled... That of 
Delphi, the Amphictyons gave up to Sylla. 
Dio Fragm. 122, 3. 

2This was devised by I. D. Mich.; then 
adopted by Ges. v. Won. 

3 Navata 2 Mace. i. 13, V4. « Nani,” accord- 
ing to Sergius in Bar Bahlul, is “the planet 
Venus.” Ges. on Is, ii. 23. 
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selfidolatry, a self-deifying, which shall compete with the true God, and 
look down on all beside, as being himself greater than they. Even his 
god is of his own creation; a strange god whom he shall acknowledge and 
inerease with glory. Itis not strange gods, but one strange, unknown-of, 
god whom he shall recognize, and, by recognizing, shall magnify. The 
prophecy remarkably corresponds with that which, in the Revelations, is 
still future, where *the second beast causeth the earth and all that dwell therein 
to worship the first beast, giving to them a god whom they should adore. 

And yet, according to the school of Porphyry, he who so described 
Antiochus, knew him and his history perfectly, and truly pictured his 
deceits, flatteries, treacheries, successes, disgraces, anger, corruptions of 
God’s people. Whence then this utter deviation in describing acts which 
must have been still more public and notorious? In the 8th chapter, 
where Daniel did portray Antiochus, every trait corresponds; we are at a 
loss for nothing; not a word is without meaning. What then is the infer- 
ence as to this description, of which only one line is in common with 
Antiochus, and that one line, belonging to every sort of blasphemer? 
What can be the inference, but that Antiochus is not intended? If you 
have two portraits by one hand, the one resembling its original, the other 
wholly unlike, you doubt not that it represents some other man. Again 
as to his end. The end of Antiochus was briefly and strikingly charac- 
terized in the 8th chapter, a sudden yet not violent death, amid a life of war 
and plunder. The end of this Anti-Christ is also clearly marked. He 
shall place the tabernacles of his palace between the seas in the glorious holy 
mountain, yet he shall come to his end and none shall help him. Like Senna- 
cherib of old, he isin the Holy Land, between its two boundaries, the 
Dead Sea and the Western Sea?*, (the Mediterranean,) shaking his hand 
against the holy Mountain, mount Zion; and he perishes. The writer of 
the book, on the unbelieving hypothesis, knew of the end of Antiochus. 
He died of grief at Tabes, a town of Persia. “In what glorious holy 
mountain he encamped,” 8S. Jerome justly says‘, “he [Porphyry] cannot 
say, nor can he prove that he encamped between two seas, and it is absurd 
[as Porphyry did] to interpret the two seas to be two rivers of Mesopo- 
tamia.” 

There is, then, no place for this Anti-Christ in the times of Antiochus 
Epiphanes. Yet the supposed identity of this Anti-Christ with him who 
is spoken of in the former vision, is the only plea for confounding the 3d 
and 4th Empires. Even the Jews in 8. Jerome’s time looked upon this 
prophecy as having still to receive its fulfillment. “° From this place 
onward, the Jews think that Anti-Christ is spoken of, that, after the little 
help of Julian, a king shall arise who shall do according to his own will, 
and lift himself up against all which is called god, and speak great things 
against the God of gods, so that he shall sit in the temple of God, and 
make himself god, and his will be performed, until the wrath of God be 


1 xi. 39. 2 Rey. xiii. 11, 12. 4In Dan. xi. 44, 5. 
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fulfilled; for in him shall the end be. Which we too understand of Anti- 
Christ.” The shadow was projected before. “As the Saviour,” says 8S. 
Jerome}, “had Solomon and the other saints as types of His Coming, so 
we may rightly believe that Anti-Christ had as a type of himself that 
most evil king Antiochus, who persecuted the saints and profaned the 
temple.” Good and evil have grown together all through this world’s 
history: all good foreshadowing and concentrating in Him Who alone 
was good ; all evil having its diverse counterparts in those more signal 
manifestations of evil, and culminating at last in the highest antagonism 
to good and God. Even apart from revelation, it is, in itself, in conform- 
ity with human nature, that as good is intensified, so is evil. 

Such is the natural meaning of these great series of prophecy, as devel- 
oped from themselves. It is an interpretation older than the Gospel. 
For Josephus shews, beyond all question, that he believed the fourth 
Empire to be the Roman’. The belief still lingers on, but slightly 
disguised in the East. The Parsees still have a tradition which 
speaks of the four Empires from one root, after which the Saviour 
is to come. “?As is evident from the (ttttgar, Zertusht requested of 
Ormusd immortality. Then shewed Ormusd, the all-knowing Wisdom, to 
Zertusht; he saw a tree with such a root that four trees sprang from it, a 
golden, a silver, a steel, and aniron. Then said Zertusht, ‘Ruler, Great- 
est of all in heaven and earth, I have seen the roots of a tree, from which 
four trees have sprung.’ Ormusd spake to the holy Zertusht; Of this one 
the root which thou seest (is the world) and these four trees are the four 
times which are coming: this golden, when I and thou are speaking, and 
Kotacpshah receives the law, and the body of the Déws is broken and 
they hide themselves; this silver is the rule of the royal Artashir; the 
steel is the rule of Anoshérevankhosru, son of Kobat; that formed of 
iron is the evil reign of the Déws,” &c. ‘“* After this kingdom of the 
Dews, [the fourth kingdom] comes; according to the Persian doctrine, 
Sosiosh the Saviour.” These are broken fragments, petrified remains, as 
it were, of an ancient belief, which, in its day, when living, prepared 


Zon Dany xi. 21, 2. 

2“These things (Dan. viii. 9-14.) it befell 
our nation to suffer under Antiochus Epi- 
phanes, as Daniel saw, and, many years 
before, wrote down what should come to pass. 
In like manner Daniel wrote also concerning 
the empire of the Romans and that it shall 
be made desolate by them.” Ant. x. 11. fin. 
The well-known reserve in speaking of the 
stone which should break in pieces the 4th 
empire had no ground but his fear of his 
Roman masters. He speaks of it, as yet to 
come. He paraphrases Daniel’s explanation 
to Nebuchadnezzar. “The golden head desig- 
nates thee [Neb.] and the Babylonian kings 
before thee; but the two hands and shoulders 
shew that your rule will be destroyed by two 
kings [Medo-Persian]: and their’s another 


will destroy, clothed with brass [Macedonian] 
and this another will cause to cease, being 
like iron in might, and will subdue altogether, 
on account of the nature of iron; this being 
stronger than that of gold and silver and 
brass. Daniel also explained to the king 
about the stone. ButI do not think good to 
relate this, my task being to write the past 
and present, not the future. But if any one, 
eager for the truth, does not shrink from 
curious ‘search, wishing to learn, (if it may 
be) about things uncertain, let him be at 
pains to read the book of Daniel; he will find 
it in the sacred writings.” Ant. x, 10. 4. 

8’ Bahman Yesht. MS. of Prof. Spiegel, im- 
parted by him to Delitasch. Hall. Ene. Art. 
Daniel, p. 276. note. 

4 Delitzsch, ib. 
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doubtless for the Gospel. We have the result attested in the times of the 
Gospel, in the well-known passages of Suetonius and Tacitus. Suetonius 
mentions the extent of the belief; Tacitus, its source. Suetonius says}, 
“an ancient and settled opinion had become very prevalent in the whole 
East, that it was in the fates, that, at that time, persons going forth from 
Judea should obtain the empire of the world. This, which, (as the event 
subsequently showed) was predicted of the Roman Emperor, the Jews, 
drawing to themselves, rebelled.” Tacitus?; “most [of the Jews] had an 
implanted conviction, that it was contained in the ancient writings of the 
priests, that at that very time the East should prevail, and persons going 
forth out of Judea should obtain the empire of the world, which ambig- 
uities had predicted Vespasian and Titus. But the common people, 
according to the wont of human cupidity, interpreting in their own 
favor this exceeding fated greatness, were not turned to the truth even by 
adversity.” 

Whether or no they believed their own interpretations, the two Roman 
historians are witnesses to the fact, that this new kingdom was to be 
founded then. It was not a vague expectation, that the East should pre- 
vail, but that it should prevail then. Both agree, that the new king was 
not to come forth from the East anywhere or anyhow, but from the 
despised Judea. Both agree that this persuasion was of old; “it was an 
ancient and settled opinion *,” says Suetonius; “it was in the ancient writ- 
ings of the priests,” says Tacitus. The kingdom of Christ had been fore- 
told by Solomon‘ and Isaiah®. The time had been defined only by 
Daniel. Yet, according to the Porphyry-school, these writings, which 
Tacitus thought so ancient, were not older than their own Terence. 

But we have yet nearer witness. We have seen that Daniel’s prophecy 
was handed down in a disguised form among the Persians. The first 
fruits of the Heathen were from that very order, of which Daniel was 
made the head. Over and above the natural meaning of those gifts which 
the Magi brought in their hands, they came with the certain conviction, 
that one was there born king of the Jews, and that the Child so born was | 
the Object of Divine worship. They knew Whom they sought, why they 
sought Him. The star fixed the immediate time, which seemingly they 
had long looked for. They ask only the precise spot where He was to be 
found. Unbelievers may deny the being of Daniel or the Gospel of 8. 
Matthew. The agreement of the two histories they cannot deny. It is 
not brought out on the sufface; it lives in the facts. Nebuchadnezzar, it 
was recorded, on the interpretation of his dream, made Daniel chief of the 
governors over all the wise men, or magi of Babylon’. It is foretold in the 
book of Daniel, (no one disputes this,) that a kingdom should be founded 
in the 4th empire, the King of which should be like a Son of man, 
Whom all people, nations and languages should worship". 'The first worship- 
ers of Him, Whom now many millions out of all peoples, nations, and 
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lahguages worship, were from that same school, over which Daniel is 
related to have been set. 4 Behold, there came wise men, (magoi,) from the 
East to Jerusalem, saying, Where is He that is born King of the Jews? For 
we have seen His star in the East and are come to worship Him.—* When they 
came to the house, they saw the young Child with Mary His mother, and fell 
down and worshiped Him. Truth brings out the hidden harmony, when 
unbelief can only, with a dull dogmatism, deny. While we give account 
of the lesser points, they are these larger agreements, on which one who 
wishes to know the truth should dwell. ‘Granted,’ sums up 8. Jerome, 
“that these things are said of Antiochus, how injureth it our faith? was 
anything said of Antichrist in the former vision [the 8th chapter] when 
the prophecy was completed in Antiochus? Let him [Porphyry] dismiss 
doubtful points, and hold fast to whatis plain. Let him say, Who that 
stone is, which was cut out of the mountain without hands, grew into a 
great mountain, filled the world, and brake in pieces the four-formed 
image; Who is that Son of man, Who should come in the clouds, and 
stand before the Ancient of days, and to Whom a kingdom should be 
given, which should have no end, and all people and nations and lan- 
guages should serve Him.” 

Lesser questions easily receive their light, or, without injury to the faith, 
remain for the time obscure, when the eye has once seen the central 
truth. 


18, Matt. ii. 1, 2. 2b. 11. 


LECTURE III. 


Modern attempts to make out four Empires, which should end with 
Antiochus Epiphanes. 


Ir is assumed in rationalist interpretation, that the Fourth Empire is no 
empire later than the Macedonian, to which Antiochus Epiphanes 
belonged. For else there would be prophecy. And since it is an axiom 
or postulate of the school of Porphyry, that there should be no prophecy, 
facts must in some way be made to square with this first principle. There 
is to be no allusion to the Roman Empire; for, in the time of Antiochus, 
human foresight could not yet discern that it would become an Empire of 
the world. 

But if the Greek Empire is to be the fourth Empire, which are the other 
three? The sum must be made up, though one of the items is withdrawn. 
1, 1, 1, and 0 have somehow to be made 4. The result is accounted to be 
infallibly certain: else God must be admitted to have revealed to His 
creatures a future which they could not foresee; which, it is assumed, is 
impossible. Yet no one can dispute that there are four empires. How 
then is the subtracted fourth to be replaced? The process has been tried 
upon all the remaining three. Two halves are somehow to become two 
wholes. Only, agreed as this school is as to the result, they have been 
nothing less than agreed as to the process whereby it is to be arrived at. 
Every possible combination has been tried. 

1) Nebuchadnezzar alone was made the first Empire ; the weak descend- 
ants of his house, the second. 

2) The Medo-Persian Empire was divided, so that the Median should 
become the second Empire, the Persian should be the third. 

8) Leaving both these in their integrity, the Macedonian Empire was 
divided, Alexander alone being made to constitute the third Empire ; his 
successors, amid the weakness of their perpetual divisions, the fourth. 
This was Porphyry’s expedient!. 

4) Lastly, all three Empires were left entire, and the Empire, which was 
subtracted at the end, was replaced by one added at the beginning. Ewald 
was rightly dissatisfied with all those former solutions; yet, with the con- 
tempt for the necessity of any evidence, which so often characterizes 
German theory, he assumed, that Daniel lived, not at Babylon but at 
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Nineveh; that “!the winged lion traditionally meant the Assyrian Em- 
pire.” “The bear” then became “the Babylonian symbol; the leopard 
that of the Medes and Persians, while the 4th beast represented, as is not 
uncommonly held,” says Dr. Williams}, “the sway of Alexander.” 

Now of these theories, (as happens so often) each concedes by turns so 
much of the truth as it can afford. Out of the four theories, the adher- 
ents of three concede or contend that the Babylonian Empire in its integ- 
rity is one entire Empire; three maintain the same as to the Medo-Per- 
sian; three, as to Alexander and his successors. So that the traditional 
interpretation of, I may say, both the Jewish and the Christian Church, 
nay, of the Heathen world before Christ, has, in each case, the support of 
three out of the four parties, which oppose it. No one for a moment 
hesitates to admit whatever, in order to make out his case, he is not con- 
strained to deny. Each in turn opposes the other, just as much as the old 
established explanation. Then, in regard to their disagreement among 
themselves, the one makes that rapid resistless conqueror, Nebuchadnez- 
zar, to be the sluggish bear; two make the Medes and Persians the swift 
leopard; one makes Alexander’s successors, who fell, one by one, an easy 
prey, into the Roman empire, the all-crushing iron, or that beast, which 
was more terrible, mightful, world-trampling, than all which preceded it. 

But apart from this, each is, on the first view, untenable and baseless. 
I will take them in order. 

i. The grounds alleged for assuming an Assyrian empire to have been 
the first of the four, are these; that the Daniel, mentioned by Ezekiel, 
must have been older than the Babylonian captivity; that the lion may 
have been a symbol of the Assyrian empire; that, in the last vision 
recorded in the book of Daniel, the vision in the third year of Cyrus, 
Daniel is spoken of, as being by the river Hiddekel or Tigris, on which 
Nineveh lay, whereas Babylon lay on the Euphrates. The first of these 
arguments implies the falsehood of the book of Daniel; the last assumes 
its minute accuracy, and traditional knowledge of slight facts as to 
Daniel’s person. 

i. 1. In regard to the first, it has been remarked long ago, that Ezekiel 
names, as characteristics of Daniel, qualities which appear in lim in early 
life. In the elevenih year?, (i. e. as Ezekiel dates, of Jehoiachin’s captivity 8, 
B.C. 588,) Ezekiel, in his prophecies to the prince of Tyre, says in irony ;# 
Behold thow art wiser than Daniel; there is no secret that they can hide from 
thee. Of the manifold varieties of human wisdem, Ezekiel selected that 
form, for which Daniel was celebrated >in the 2d year of Nebuchadnezzar, 
1. e. the 5th of Jehoiakim, B.C. 606, eighteen years before this date. It is 
that for which the king praises the God of Daniel, that He is @ revealer of 
secrets, seeing thou couldest reveal this secret®. In asking him to explain his 


1 Essays and Rey. p. 76. visions and dreams. In all matters of wisdom 

2Ezek. xxvi.l. %Ib.i.2. 4Ib. xxviii. 3. of understanding, that the king enquired of 
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‘own later dream as to himself, the king says to him,!no secret troubleth 
thee. The Queen-mother spake of him to Belshazzar, *shewing of hard 
sentences and dissolving of doubts were found in the same Daniel. One who 
had his wisdom from God, but was placed by a heathen king as head over 
those far-famed wise-men, the Magi, might well stand as an eminent 
pattern of Divine wisdom in man. Tyre and its prince boasted them- 
selves against the people of God in its overthrow, and plumed themselves 
on their human wisdom and sagacity. It is an anti-Theistic boast. 
Human wisdom would be wiser than Divine. The prince of Tyre claimed, 
by his wisdom to have created all this wealth for himself’. He despised 
Hebrew wisdom and the wisdom of God in it, because it was oppressed. 
The event, Ezekiel says, should shew. Plainly, unless Ezekiel had meant 
to speak of*a contemporary, over against the contemporary prince of 
Tyre, the wisdom of Solomon had been the more obvious instance to 
select. 

In the other place in Ezekiel‘, God says, that, when the time of His 
judgment upon the land was come, whether it were famine, or noisome 
beasts, or the sword, or the pestilence, no righteousness of any individuals in 
it should avert His then irrevocable sentence; and, as pre-eminent 
instances of righteousness, He gives Noah, Daniel and Job. It is objected, 
“ How came Ezekiel to mention Daniel his contemporary? and, if he did, 
how came he to place him between those two ancient patriarchs, Noah 
and Job?” 

The objection tacitly assumes the thing to be proved, the non-Divinity 
of prophecy. It assumes that Ezekiel spoke with a mere human judg- 
ment. Human judgment dares not pronounce even as to the holiness of 
those of greatest promise, until perseverance unto the end shall have 
sealed up their life. Ezekiel says in the name of God, that God so pro- 
nounced. Then there is nothing more remarkable in this, than in other 
cases in which God pronounced as to men, yet living and not as yet fully 
tried. Such was Noah himself®, and Job®, and Abraham’, and David, 
Jeremiah and 8. Paul. Saul was but just converted, when, in answer to 
the demurring of Ananias, God said of him, he is a chosen vessel unto Me?. 
Jeremiah was yet a youth, when God said to him; Before I formed thee in 
the belly, I knew thee; and before thow camest forth out of the womb, I sancti- 
fied thee, I ordained thee a prophet unto the nations. The same was said of 
8. John Baptist ; "He shall be great in the sight of the Lord; he shall be filled 
with the Holy Ghost, even from his mother’s womb. Anyhow, then, Holy 
Scripture is in keeping with itself. No one can consistently deny that 
Ezekiel’s words could relate to a living contemporary, unless he deny also 
that Samuel could have spoken those words of David, nay and deny every 
other judgment pronounced in Holy Scripture as to the living. Daniel 
now, in the 6th year” of the captivity of Jehoiachin, had, according to his 
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book, passed through some twelve years of greatness, trying above others 
to men, for its novelty and his youth. There is then, at least, nothing 
inharmonious in the selection of Daniel, to be united with Noah and Job. 
Rather it has a special force, that God joined with those two great departed 
patriarchs, a living saint. The Jews, as they trusted afterward because 
Abraham was their father!, so now they hoped that, amid their own 
unholiness, they should be spared for the righteousness or intercession of 
others. _To cut at the root of this hope, God singles out the great living 
example of righteous life, and pronounces him, in this early life, one of 
His chief saints, and says, that, though not he only, but two also of the 
greatest before him, were among them, their holiness should be unavail- 
ing except for themselves. The eyes of all the Jews must have been the 
more fixed upon Daniel, the more marvelous his rise, at that early age, 
from being a captive boy, though of royal blood, to be ruler over the whole 
province of Babylon, and chief over the governors of all the Magi of Babylon. 
The more depressed their lot, the more they must have looked to him, 
whom God, in His Providence, had so raised up to be a bright star in the 
night of their captivity, a protection to themselves, declaring the glory of 
their God. 

In this case, also, had not the selection of a contemporary had an 
especial force, we should have looked rather for one of the names of the 
righteous men of old, who interceded with God, as Abraham. But Noah, 
Daniel, and Job, do all agree in these things; 1) that all had had especial 
praise of God, over against the world. Noah was the unlistened-to 
preacher of righteousness during those 120 years in which the flood was 
delayed. God singles out Job, in answer to Satan who had been ? going to 
and fro in the earth and walking wp and down in tt, as his domain and his 
kingdom. “* How greatly Daniel’s piety and prayer weighed in that 
scale, wherein Belshazzar was too light, the fact muy attest, that he, like 
David and Abraham, and afterward, the Virgin at Nazareth‘, was marked 
out as one greatly beloved®, whereas the word of God comes to the contem- 
‘porary prophet, son of man”’ 

All the three stood too, as representatives of a distinct relation of God 
‘to the world; Noah at the head “of the newly cleansed and as it were 
reborn world ;” Job, as a worshiper of God in purity among the heathen 
world; Daniel, as the revealer, to the heathen world, of that king- 
dom, which was hereafter to supersede and absorb the kingdoms of the 
world®, . 

The order in which the three saints stand is explained by the applica- 
tion which Ezekiel makes of their history. All were holy, all interceded; 
but Job was heard, for the time, least of all. It is a climax of seeming 
failure’. To Noah, his wife and his three sons and their wives were 
given; Daniel delivered his three friends by his prayer to God; Job was 


1S. Matt. iii. 9,8. Luke iii. 8, 8. John viii. 3 Tb. pp. 266, 7. 48. Luke i. 27, 8. 
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for the time bared ofall. He ! sanctified [his sons and daughters] and rose up 
early in the morning, and offered burnt offerings, according to the number of 
them all, for Job said, It may be that my sons have sinned; and he saved 
neither son nor daughter, In Job especially was that fulfilled, which 
Ezekiel gives as the result of the whole, “? though these three men were 
in it, they shall deliver neither sons nor daughters, they only shall be 
delivered.” ; 

The mention of Daniel, then, by Ezekiel, in both cases, has the more 
force from the fact that he was a contemporary ; both correspond with his 
actual character, as stated in his book. Granted the historical truth of 
Daniel, no one would doubt that Ezekiel did refer to Daniel, as described 
in his book. But then the objection is only the usual begging of the 
question. “Ezekiel is not likely to have referred to Daniel, a contem- 
porary, unless he was distinguished by extraordinary gifts or graces.” 
“But his book not being genuine, there is no proof that he was so dis- 
tinguished.” “Therefore,” &ec. 

Scripture isin harmony with itself. Ezekiel is the first witness to the 
book of Daniel. The book of Daniel explains the allusions of Ezekiel. 
No other explanation can be given of Ezekiel’s words. Ezekiel manifestly 
refers to one, well known to those to whom he spoke; one, as well known 
as the great Patriarchs, Noah and Job. Such was Daniel, under whose 
shadow they of the captivity lived. But, apart from him, where is this 
man, renowned for his wisdom, holy as the holiest whose memory had 
survived from the foundation of the world; whom the Jews would recog- 
nize at once, as they would Noah and Job? “He does but name him,” 
says an opponent rightly*, “because he could presuppose that he was 
already sufficiently known by all as a pattern of righteousness and 
wisdom.” Three answers have been attempted. 

1) The usual resource of perplexity; “ The verse of Ezekiel was inter- 
polated*.” No one holds this now®. 

2) Ezekiel was supposed to have referred to some well-known person of 
remote antiquity®. But where was such an one? It is a paradox to pass 
by the historical person, and to assume that there was one, who for 
antiquity could be placed with Noah and Job, of whom the memory was 
familiar to the contemporaries of Ezekiel, preserved by tradition through 
all those centuries, yet of whom not a trace survives. This school is fond 
of the argument “ex silentio.” They all (though, as we shall see, 
wrongly,) use it as a palmary proof of the non-existence of the book of 
Daniel in the time of the son of Sirach, that he does not name Daniel 


among the prophets. 
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of one, whom no one but themselves ever thought of, in order to disprove 
the existence of him who is known to history. They assume that Ezekiel 
and his people knew of one like Daniel for wisdom and holiness, whom in 
all those centuries no one mentions, in order to deny or question the 
existence of Daniel himself, whom Ezekiel’s words portray, just as he 
stands in his book. Truly they give us a shadow for the substance. This 
theory too has probably died with its author’, having lived its 36 years. 

3) Ewald so far modified the theory, that he invented a Daniel, who 
was to have lived at Nineveh shortly before its destruction, prophesied 
there, and was in a manner the type of Daniel himself. Ewald allows 
that it is clear from Ezekiel, “? that, at least in the beginning of the 6th 
century (B.C.,) Daniel was the historical type of that rare union of the 
same two virtues, in which he shines in the present, much later, book, 
viz. moral purity and wisdom.” He infers that, because Ezekiel “*speaks 
of Noah and Job after the well-known books [Genesis and Job] so he did 
of Daniel; this book, which Ezekiel presupposes his readers long to have 
known, must be different from the present ; Ezekiel contemplates Daniel, 
as a hero of antiquity who was perfected and long since had disappeared 
from sight, as much as Noah and Job; according to the historical horizon 
of Ezekiel’s contemporaries Daniel must at latest have lived in the Assy- 
rian exile more than a century before: there, as an Israelite, perhaps at 
the court of Nineveh, he became distinguished for those great virtues; 
there, perhaps he became the subject of a book, which may have been 
early known to Ezekiel’s contemporaries in that same country.” 

It is no uncommon resource of unbelieving criticism, to raise a diffi- 
culty, which itself cannot solve, and, having employed it against the 
belief, which it wishes to uproot, to assume that all was proved, which had 
to be proved, ignoring the fact that it has itself no explanation to give of 
the supposed difficulty which it has urged against the truth. Ewald’s 
“perhaps’s” leave the fact of the mention of Daniel between Noah and 
Job, just where it was. The series, Noah, Daniel, Job, is plainly not 
chronological. No theories as to the date of the book of Job could make 
it so; for Ezekiel speaks, not of the book, but of the blameless man. 
The disparity of above 1700 years between Noah and Daniel is not mater- 
ially lessened by the subtraction of one or two centuries. Take any secular 
instance. Were one to join the name of Wellington with Alfred and 
Coeur de Lion it would not mend the disparity of date, to substitute Marl- 
borough for Wellington ; or if one were to join Bp. Wilson with S. Augus- 
tine and St. Cyprian, the substitution of Andrewes would not bring the 
modern Divine perceptibly nearer to the early Father. We should feel 


1Bleek said, Einl. 607. (1860) “ Most of favor and good repute, even with the rulers 
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equally that time did not enter into the grounds of their being brought 
together. There is a meaning in associating a contemporary with the 
great departed. Saints of all ages are one glorious company before God. 
Time is no element in estimating those who shine forever in the glory of 
God. We classify stars according to their several magnitudes, wherever 
in our material heavens they may shed their lustre. This unity of glory 
formed the oneness of those whom Ezekiel exhibits in one constellation, 
Noah, Daniel, Job: Job he mentioned last, since his outward lot. was most 
akin to that which he had to predict. Both the blending of them in one, 
and the outward order used by Ezekiel, correspond with the actual facts 
in Scripture. The invention of that phantom-Daniel at Nineveh explains 
nothing; but concedes the point, that the disparity of time is of no 
account, since it admits that disparity into its own theory. 

| It was strikingly said, “a good book might be written on the credulity 
of the incredulous?.” If Scripture had required us to disbelieve the 
existence of one in historical times, and to believe the existence of 
an ‘ideal person corresponding to him, with a whole history about 
him which no one recorded; that God, e.g. had raised up a prophet 
in Nineveh to foretell its impending overthrow, and he had prophesied it 
truly; that the memory of this prophecy and the outlines of the pro- 
phet’s marked combination of excellencies lived on for centuries, although 
not the faintest trace of his existence appears in history, it would have 
been thought a hard requirement. Yet this is but what the critical school 
announces to us as a certain fact, and would have us receive it thankfully 
in exchange for our Divine belief. ‘“ Ewald is right,” said Bunsen? “that 
Daniel was led captive in the first Assyrian invasion, and lived and pro- 
phesied in Nineveh, not in Babylon.”—“If we assume that the old real 
Daniel was carried captive by the Pul of Scripture, and so, probably, by 
the Sardanapalus of the Assyrian monuments, some 21 years before the 
overthrow of the old Dynasty and the conquest of Nineveh by the 
founder of the new, many points are explained, in regard to which the 
critical school has not as yet been in condition to give an answer. It is 
intelligible, that the holy and gifted man, who prophesied in Nineveh and 
announced its destruction, appears two centuries afterward as the seer and 
prophet in and of Babylon, &c.” and, in his summary, Bunsen relates, as 
facts. 

“3 Daniel was a noble pious man, a saint and a seer from the middle of 
the 8th century (B.C.) reverenced by his fellow captives, the Jews in 
Nineveh. Traditions and popular songs were early full of his sayings and 
prophecies, as also of his wonderful distresses, sufferings, deliverances. 
In all is an unity of the personality unmistakable; the personality of a 
man who united exalted wisdom and righteousness with the eye of a seer.” 

For all this confident statement, there is not one shred of evidence. 

i. 2. “* We still see Daniel on the Hiddekel, or Tigris, the river of 
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Assyria, but which is here called the great river, Babylon’s river, the 
Euphrates.” “If the scene,” it is subjoined, “had been Babylon under 
Darius, the river must have been the Euphrates.” 

Daniel, just at the close of his life, when his secular offices, apparently, 
were ended, received his last vision, when on the bank of the Tigris’. 
Rivers, in later times, were often the places of devotion. “On the Sab- 
bath,” S. Luke says”, “we went out of the city by a river’s side, where 
prayer was wont to be made.” A decree of the Halicarnassians gives 
leave, “that those of the Jews who willed, men and women, should keep 
the sabbaths, and perform their rites according to the Jewish laws, and 
make oratories by the sea, according to their country’s wont.” It is 
commonly thought that they resorted there for the facility of making 
their customary ablutions before prayer. A time of prayer is, anyhow, a 
time in which God is likely to vouchsafe visions to those to whom He 
does give them. Daniel was come to the close of three weeks in fasting 
and prayer. In like way, Ezekiel received his first vision‘, as he was 
among the captives by the river of Chebar ; and ina former vision, Daniel 
was in his vision® by the river of Ulat. What led Daniel, in that third 
year of Cyrus, to the banks of the Tigris, he has not told us; but since 
Babylon on the Euphrates was only forty Roman miles from the Tigris, it 
was not so far removed from it as Gloucester on the Severn from Oxford 
on the Isis. Strange ground of questioning a person’s identity, that, in 
the course of a book, he mentions his haying been in twe places, forty 
miles apart! 

But 3) we are reminded ® that winged lions have been disinterred from 
the mounds which cover the temples and palaces of Nineveh. It is 
argued then, that the winged lion was the emblem of the Assyrian 
Empire, and, it is quietly assumed, “not of the Babylonian ;” and so, 
since in the book of Daniel it is the symbol of the Babylonian, this could 
only have arisen in the misapplication of the ancient Symbol. The lion 
with eagle-wings in Daniel is then itself to be a proof of the existence of 
some ancient tradition of four empires, of which the Assyrian was the 
first. 

Now, 1) considering the close connection of Assyria and Babylonia, in 
worship, in language, in writing, in art, nothing could be less certain than 
that Babylon and Nineveh would not have had the same symbol of their 
empire, if either had had any known symbol at all. Both the lion and 
the eagle, as the kings of birds and beast of prey, were too obvious 
symbols to be characteristic of any one power. Twelve lions supported 
the arms of the throne of Solomon on its six steps’. Both eagle and lion 
are used by Ezekiel as symbols of Babylon®. The eagle was the standard 
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of the Parthians, and Persians ; it was adopted by Alexander on his coins, 
and inherited by the Ptolemies; was used by the Romans after Marius?! : 
the two-headed eagle became the symbol of the Roman Empire of the 
East; it was assumed by the German Empire; the black eagle is the 
standard of Prussia; the lion is emblazoned on the arms of England. 

2) The human-headed lion of the Assyrian monuments is not the eagle- 
winged lion of Daniel. For just that which is most characteristic of the 
Assyrian figure, the human head, is designedly omitted from the symbol 
in Daniel. The symbols of the beasts, in Daniel, in themselves, express 
brute might, the fierceness of conquering empire. If intelligence is 
intended to be expressed, the idea is conveyed by a separate symbol. 
The eagle-winged lion of Daniel received no symbol characteristic of 
humanity, until it ceased to be eagle-winged. *T beheld, Daniel says, till 
the wings thereof were plucked, and it was lifted up from the earth, and made 
to stand upon the feet asa man, and a man’s heart was given it. A man’s 
heart is also a different symbol from a man’s head. The symbol in 
Daniel expresses superhuman strength, which was lost when it was 
humanized. In the Assyrian symbols, on the other hand, the animating 
characteristic is the human countenance, serene, majestic, intelligent, 
penetrating, benevolent*. Superhuman strength, is there, but in entire 
repose. The majestic form, as beheld in front, is represented as motion- 
less, its broad chest resting on its solid legs, side by side. The wings are 
portrayed as closely folded on its back, traced slightly upon it. All is 
subordinated to the human head; it seems almost to speak. The eye, by 
a bold design, stands forth from the head, as if even the cold stone could 
gaze; the benevolence of the rounded cheeks is heightened by the almost 
smile of the lips, the chin enveloped in the grave solid beard. The rest 
of the massive figure gives one idea, strength in perfect repose; the 
countenance, in its varied expression, is the soul of the whole. This is 
the more evident, because the expression in the human-headed lions and 
bulls is precisely the same. The animal-symbol must have been 
altogether subordinate, because it varies, without varying in the least that 
expression of mind which arrests the gazer. When brute force is meant 
to be represented, it is figured in all its fierceness, as in the colossal lion 
with vast wide-open jaws, found in one of the temples at Nimrud*, It 


interpreted doubtless of the king of that 
empire, emblematically, not in the visible 
figure.” Gott, &c. i. 540. Thus, to produce 
the resemblance, two symbols are omitted, 
the stripping off of the eagle’s wings and the 


1See e. g. in Hofmann, Lex. v. Aquila, and 
coins of the Ptolemies in Smith’s Biogr. Dict. 

2 Dan. vii. 4. 

8“The expression was calm yet majestic.” 
Layard, Nin. i. 65. Those now in the British 


Museum seemtomeunmistakably to express 
those other attributes also. 

4British Museum Catalogue of Antiq. p. 81. 
Bunsen overlooked all this in his statement; 
“Jt was a lion with eagle’s wings, and a 
human heart, vii. 4. [not together] and so 
doubtless with a human countenance [this is 
in no way implied.] Certainly it is also said, 
‘it stood on feet like a man,’ which is to be 


standing erect; one is added, the human 
head. The Assyrian symbols were yet 
further varied. “I ascertained,” says Layard, 
“the existence of a 2d pair of winged human- 
headed lions, differing from those previously 
discovered in form, the human shape being 
continued to the waist and furnished with 
arms. In one hand each figure carried a 
goat or stag, and in the other, which hung 
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expresses devouring fierceness and rage, and these alone. Instead of that 
calm human head, are the vast jaws outstretched, as if ready to devour, 
and purposely disproportioned for magnitude to the rest of the colossal 
figure’, because the object was to express terrible fierceness. 

3) It is clear, then, that the human-headed lion was not the symbol of 
Assyrian Empire. For the lion-element of the symbol was wholly sub- 
ordinate, and identical in meaning with that of the bull. No one can 
study those wondrous forms, the human-headed lion and bulls of Nine- 
veh, and fail to see that they are both one symbol. Both are simply 
symbolic of strength; not of victorious strength, like a conquering 
empire’s; not of strength put forth, but simply of strength possessed. 
Both figures stood indiscriminately or together at the entrance of the 
Assyrian temples or palaces’. We have no right to select the one of two 
figures, which suits us, as the symbol of Assyrian power; and we have no 
statement whatever, that either of them was so accounted. It was 
plainly no symbol at all of Assyrian power; for the lion as well as the 
bull is represented as defeated. ‘‘* The winged human-headed lions and 
bulls, those magnificent forms which guarded the portals of the Assyrian 
temples—are not only found as separate sculptures, but, like the eagle- 
headed figures, are constantly introduced into the groups embroidered 
on the robes. It is worthy of observation, that, whenever they are repre- 
sented, either in contest with the man, or with the eagle-headed figure, 
they appear to be vanquished. Such is also the case on cylinders. Fre- 
quently a human figure is seen suspending them in the air by the hind 
legs, or striking them with a mace. I have already ventured to suggest 
the idea which these singular forms were intended to convey, the union 
of the highest intellectual and physical powers; but certainly their posi- 
tion with reference to other symbolical figures would point to an inferi- 
ority in the heavenly hierarchy. Although the Andro-sphinx of the 
Egyptians was the type of the monarch, we can scarcely believe it ta 
have been so amongst the Assyrians ; for, in the sculptures, we find even 
the eagle-headed figure, the vanquisher of the human-headed lion and 
bull, ministering to the king.” 

’ 
theKhaburin Northern Mesopotamia,Layard, 
Nin. and B. 275-8. Soalso at Kouyunjik, (Nin. 


down by the side, a branch with three 
flowers.” Layard i. 68. 


1The length of the whole figure, (12 feet 
3% inches,) is twice that of the average 
length of the animal (6 feet;) whereas the 
upper lip (from the centre to the angle of 
junction) is 4% of the whole, 2 feet 1 inch; 
the lower lip, 1 foot 5 inches; in the living 
animal it is 5 inches; not 3, of the whole 
length. The gape from the lower lip to the 
upper immediately below the nose, in the 
Nimrud lion, is 154% inches; in the living it 
would be about 5. The measurements of 
the Nimrud lion were kindly supplied me by 
W. H. Coxe, Esq., British Museum; those of 
the actual animal by Dr. Rolleston. 

2 Layard found both together at Arban on 


and B, 229, 30.) at Nimrud, (Nin. T. i. 47 App. 
p. 374. 7% 376. 10. a b € 878. 381. 383. 384. 386. 
390.) “I saw at once that the head must 
belong toa winged lion or bull, similar to 
those of Khorsabad and Persepolis.” Ib. i. 65. 
See Porter’s Travels, Plate xxxi. T. i. 585. 
XXxii. p. 591. Xxxv. p. 598. Lassen in the Allg. 
Encycl. art. Persepolis, pp. 361, 2. “Chairs, 
tables, and couches, are adorned with the 
heads and feet of the bull, the lion and the 
ram, all sacred animals.” Ib. 474. add 300. 302. 
see also n, 4. 

8 Layard, Nineveh, ii. 460. add 458. At Bavian, 
“the Assyrian Hercules” is represented, 
“strangling the lion between two winged 
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4) Very probably both the human-headed lions and bulls, and perhaps 
conversely, the lion-headed men! were religious’, not political symbols 
at all. Lions, bulls and cherubim were on the bases in the court of 
Solomon’s temple *. Ezekiel saw, in his vision by the river Chebar, four- 
faced. creatures, each with the face of the lion, the bull, the eagle, the 
man, fulfilling God’s bidding, going whither the spirit was to go, turning not 
when they went*, It seems most probable, that the symbols of the powers 
of nature, including man’s intelligence, which he saw around him, as 
entering into the heathen worship, he saw in his vision, subordinated to and 
fulfilling the will of God. 

I have dwelt longer on this theory, than it deserved, because it has 
been emphatically recommended to you. Strange that such a super- 
structure could be built on the three facts, that Ezekiel mentions Job after 
Daniel, that Daniel saw a vision on the Tigris, that there were eagle- 
winged human-headed lions at Nineveh. A compeer of the author’s dis- 
missed it more summarily. “® Ewald’s conjectures have something very 
improbable and unfounded—By such assumptions the explanation of the 
origin of the book is no way facilitated; rather it is embarrassed.” It ‘is 
a strange phenomenon of the human mind, that men could so lose their 
perception of the nature of evidence. Yet unbelief cannot altogether 
part with a theory which it acknowledges to be baseless. It serves at 
least, like clay to the American savages, to stop craving after truth. It 
affords something to say, something to bribe the conscience with, even 
amid the consciousness that it is base metal. ‘‘ Anyhow,” says a recent 
writer ® “this assumption makes it conceivable up to a certain point, 
how this sphere of working was assigned to Daniel; only one mustiwish 
their hypothesis a securer historical basis |” 

ii. The 2d theory, that Nebuchadnezzar personally was the first empire, 
his successors the second 7, was rested on Daniel’s words to the king, thou 
art this head of gold, and on his statement, that the second kingdom 
should be inferior to him; which, it is assumed, the Medo-Persian Empire 
was not. But, plainly, this cannot be the meaning of the text, since, 
nine times in the context, the symbols are said to represent, not mere 
kings but kingdoms §&; the God of heaven hath given thee a kingdom ; after 
thee shall arise another kingdom inferior to thee, and another kingdom of brass, 


31 Kgs. vii. 29. 41. 10-12. 


5 Bleek, Einl. p. 610. 


human-headed bulls back to back, as at the 
giant entrances of the palaces of Kouyunjik 


and Khorsabad.” Nin. and B. 214. 

1Nin. ii. 461. “lion-headed, eagle-footed, 
human figure.” N. and B. 462. 

2So Layard conjectures, i. 70. “ The winged 
bull with the human head is evidently a pure 
Assyrian type. Its position in the religious 
system seems to be identical with that of the 
Androsphynx; and, in the mythic groups as 
in the architecture, they both occupy the 
same place. Power was probably typified 
indiscriminately by the body of the lion and 
the bull.” Ib. ii. 461. 


6 Stahelin, Einl. p. 357. 

7 Hitzig (Jahrb. 1832. 2. p. 131.) Redepen- 
ning (Theol. Stud. u. Krit. 1833. p. 863.) who 
follows him, says only, “It hath everything 
for it, according to the words, Thou art this 
head of gold, to consider Nebuchadnezzar and 
his Dynasty as separate, and so to find in 
this chapter fourrulers not four Empires, as 
was the wont according to the old interpre- 


tation.” 
8 ii. 37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 
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and the fourth kingdom shall be strong as tron ; the kingdom shall be divided ; 
the kingdom shall be partly strong ; and over against all these, it is said, the 
God of heaven shall set up a kingdom; and the kingdom shall not be left to 
other people, but it shall consume those kingdoms. 

The words then shall be inferior to thee, must signify “inferior to thee 
in thy kingdom;” in other words, “ inferior to thy kingdom as it exists 
in thee.” 

In Nebuchadnezzar, the Babylonian monarchy reached its meridian. 
It had risen in the 201 years of his father Nabopolassar; its greatness 
culminated in his own 48 years”. God recognized him by Jeremiah as, 
’ My servant, Nebuchadnezzar. Of him He foretold to those who were con- 
certing with Zedekiah to rebel against him, * Edom, Moab, Ammon, 
Tyre, Zidon, that it was in vain. He had given all their lands into the 
hands of Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon, My servant, and all nations shall 
serve him, and his son, and his son’s son. Jeremiah speaks directly of those 
nations to which Judah could specially look for help, including Egypt *; 
but the recesses of Arabia, Kedar, and Hazor®, would not lie too deep to 
be reached by his armies. Two writers on Indian history’ and “ Dio- 
cles in the 2d book of his Persian history °,’ Josephus says, “ make 
mention of him.” “ Megasthenes,” he says, “through the 4th book of 
his Indian history, tries to shew that he surpassed Hercules in valor and 
in the greatness of his deeds. For he says that he subdued the greater 
part of Libya and Iberia,” “% and settled colonies of them on the right 
of the Pontus.” The mention of Nebuchadnezzar in Persian and Indian 
histories implies some vast extent of conquest; the more so, since Megas- 
thenes, whose history, as such, is highly spoken of ®, wrote of Nebuchad- 
nezzar throughout one book™. And when Ezekiel pronounces the 
destruction of Egypt by Nebuchadnezzar, and foretells" that Pharaoh 
shall meet in the grave Asshur and all her company ; Elam and all her 
multitude ; Meshech, Tubal and all her nwultitude ; Edom, her kings and all 
her princes; the princes of the north, all of them; and all the Zidonians, 
fallen by the sword; certainly the most natural interpretation is, that they 
too were conquered by Nebuchadnezzar. We know this of the first and 
the last, Asshur, Edom, Zidon; and so doubtless it was true of the inter- 
mediate, Elymais, the Tibaren and Moschi, and whomsoever beside he 
includes among the princes of the north, such as Gomer and Togarmah ®, 


1Berosus in Jos. ec. Ap. i. 19. Alex. Pol. in 
Eus. Chr. Arm. i. 44, or 21 years, in Jos. 
Ant. x. 6. 

2Beros. in Jos.c. Ap. i. 20. Alex. Pol. 1. ¢. 
Can. Ptol. 

3 Jer, xxv. 9, xxvii. 6, xliii. 10. 

4 Jer. xxvii. 3, 6, 7. § xliii. 8-10, xlvi. 

6 xlix. 28-33. 

7Philostratus and Megasthenes in Jos. 
Ant. x. 11, 1. 

8 Tb. 9Td. in Eus. Preep. ix. 41. 

10“Megasthenes, and LEratosthenes, ap- 
proved men.” Arr, Alex, v. 5. 


1 Josephus, both in his Ant. and e. Ap., 
uses the expression, “ Megasthenes, in the 
fourth book of his Indica, through which (80 
js) he tries to shew that this king surpassed,” 
&e, Coec. would, in the Ant., correct, 8 dv. 
Megasthenes denied that any made any con- 
quest in India, except Dionysus, Hercules 
and Alexander. Accordingly he denied that 
Nebuchadnezzar did. Strabo, xv. 1. 6. p. 
687. Cas. 

12 Hzek. xxxii. 31, 32, 18, 22, 24, 26, 29, 30. 

18 The house of Togarmah, of the north quar- 
ters and all his bands. Ezek. xxxviii. 6. 


GREATNESS OF NEBUCHADNEZZAR’S CONQUESTS. 155 
Ezekiel speaks of these defeats and slaughters as having actually taken 
place; and he speaks of them in connection with the victories of Nebu- 
chadnezzar. 

The colonies of Tyre in Africa and Spain are likely to have submitted 
to him, after the subdual of the mother-country.. There is then no 
ground to charge Philostratus with exaggeration, when he says that 
Nebuchadnezzar “1 advanced to the columns of Hercules.” “ Berosus 
related much beside of the great king;” and Josephus adds? that much 
was contained in the Archives of the Phoenicians, agreeing with what 
was said by Berosus concerning the king of Babylon, that he subdued 
Syria too and the whole of Pheenicia.” Megasthenes added 3, that he 
subdued Egypt also. It has been thought, not improbably, that the 
Egyptians disguised their defeat by Nebuchadnezzar in their account of 
the dethronement of Apries by Amasis, and that Amasis was, in truth, a 
tributary king, placed on the throne, according to the policy of those 
times, by Nebuchadnezzar‘. Josephus relates®, that Nebuchadnezzar 
“invaded Egypt with the view cf subduing it, slew the then king and set 
up another.” The death of Apries or Pharaoh Hophra, (571, 570, or 
569°) was a few years after the fall of Tyre’, upon which followed an 
expedition of Nebuchadnezzar against Egypt ®. 

But conquest was the least part of the glory of Nebuchadnezzar. He 
must have had the command of well-nigh unlimited human strength to 
accomplish his works, and this doubtless he gained by conquest. The 
works themselves were partly of magnificence and luxury ; but they also 
indicate a mind, religious’, as a polytheist, and concerned about the 


1In Strabo, l.c. This combination is sug- 
gested by Tholuck, Die Propheten, p. 130. 

2c. Ap. i. 20. 3 in Syncellus, p. 221. D. 
Fragm. Hist. Gr. ii. 416. 

4Sir G. Wilkinson, in Rawl. Herod. ii. 386, 
7. Tholuck suggests the same, referring to 
the statement of Herodotus, (iii. 16.) that the 
Egyptians put a good appearance (ceunvovr) 
on the indignities offered to the corpse of 
Amasis; in fact, falsified the history. Die 
Proph. p. 128. 

5 Ant. x. 9. 7. Josephus places the com- 
mencement of the expedition in the 5th year 
after the destruction of Jerusalem, and so in 
the course of 584, B.C. and in Nebuchadnez- 
zar’s 23d year, but says that it was directed 
against Ccele-Syria (first) and that, after he 
had got possession of it, he warred against 
the Ammonites and Moabites, and somarched 
against Egypt. This would naturally presup- 
pose that the siege of Tyre took place then; 
only, it must have begun earlier. 

6 Brugsch (Hist. d’ Eg. p. 256.) places the 
death of Apries, 571, B.C. Sir G. Wilkinson, 
569, B.C. (Rawl. Herod. ii. 387.) Movers says 
* The reign of Apries is fixed on all sides, on 
the mean, for the years 588 or 89-570, as are 


few dates in ancient history.” ii. 1. 457. (Tho- 
luck, D. Proph. p. 130. note.) 

7 According to the number of years, assigned 
by Pheenician historians (in Jos. c. Ap. i. 21.) 
to the rulers of Tyre after Nebuchadnezzar’s 
13 years’ siege, the end of that siege fell in 
B.C. 574. For the whole sum to Cyrus’ cap- 
ture of Babylon B. C. 5388, was about 36 years, 
thus; “Baal reigned 10 years; Eenibal, Judge, 
(i.e. Sufet,) 2m. ; Cheleb, Judge, 10m.; Abbar, 
high-priest, 3 m.; Muthgon and Gerastrat, 
Judges, 6 years, Balator reigning 1 year 
between; Merbal, from Babylon,4y.; Hirom, 
his brother, also from Babylon, was in the 
14th year of his reign, when Cyrus took 
Babylon,” in all, 35 years + 3 months, + x 
months of Hirom’s 14th year. But 538 + 36 
=574. The beginning of the siege would be 
587, B.C., the year after the capture of 
Jerusalem. ; 

8 The last prophecy of Ezekiel against Pha- 
raoh Hophra (xxix. 17-20) is dated in the 27th 
year of Jehoiachin’s Captivity, i. e. 572. 

9See the account of his rebuilding of the 
temple of Borsippa in the Inser. of Borsippa 
translated by Sir H. Rawl. Journ. As. Soc. 
T. xvii. 
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internal prosperity of his Empire. His capital was guarded by those 
stupendous walls, whose giant height, enclosing a space of above 180 square 
miles 1, secured the provisioning, as well as the defence of the city; em- 
bankments on the Persian gulf against the irruption of the sea?; a 
reservoir for irrigation, 40 farsangs (about 188 miles) in circumference 
and about 20 fathom deep; navigable canals, one of which, the Nahr 
Malka [king’s river,] still retains its name*; (others are attributed to 
him ‘;) enormous embankments along the Euphrates, of which.that at 
Bagdad exists to this day®; beside the rebuilding of almost all the cities 
of Upper Babylonia, “*upon the bricks of which scarcely any other 
name is found,” attest the practical concern of the great conqueror for 
the well-being of his realm. Deep as is the reverence in the East for 
those afflicted by insanity, and well-ordered as may have been the pro- 
visions, at least in the case of the decease of a monarch’, yet it indicates 
an affecting respect for the great monarch, that his nobles waited 
patiently those seven years in which he was afflicted, and then returned 
to him §, and his glory was greater than before. 

After ae decease, the Babylonian empire only awaited its fall. His 
son, Evilmerodach, was slain after a vicious reign of two years®. Nebu- 
chadnezzar’s line was stil! continued in his son-in-law and his son’s 
murderer Neriglissar, who, if he was the Nergalshareser, one of Nebu- 
chadnezzar’s princes present at the capture of Jerusalem ™, B. C. 578, 
must have been in advanced age. Yet his son, on his decease, about 
three years afterward, was but a lad!*. Things, then, must have been 
very disorganized, that he, “”shewing many signs of a bad disposition, 
was beaten to death by his friends,” after a reign of nine months. Then 
succeeded Nabonid, or Nabunahit, the Labynetus of Herodotus, whose 
son Belshazzar was entrusted with the government of Babylon, his father 
having associated him in his throne®. Of Nergalshareser nothing is 
recorded, and no memorials remain, except some traces of a palace ™. 
Of Labynetus, in a reign of 17 years, history only records an unfulfilled 
alliance with Croesus, in union with Egypt, against the rising power of 
Cyrus ©, some defensive works of baked brick on the Euphrates, and the 


1 Rawl. Herod. Essay viii. n. 18. p. 511. from 
Strabo, xvi. 1. 5. 

2 Abydenus in Bus. Preep. Ev. ix. 41. 

8’ The Armakalis in Euseb. from Abydenus. 
N5D0 7 for DID I}. Abydenus also 
mentions the Acracanos as his work. 

#“One portion of the extensive Nahrawan, 
eastward of the Tigris.” (Chesney, Exped. 
li. 160.) “It is believed that the Pallacopas 
was cut by him.” (Ib.) 

5 Rawl. p.513. The embankment of Bagdad 
was identified by Sir H. Rawl. Ass. Comm. p. 
77. note Ib. 6 Rawl. p. 512. 

7 Upon his father’s death, the kingdom was 
held for him by “the chief of the Chal- 
deeans ” (Magi) until he could return. Bero- 
sus. See ab. p, 116, 8 Dan. iv. 36. 


® Berosus in Jos. c. Ap. 1.20. Berosus says, 
that he “governed carelessly and disso- 
lutely.” 

0 Jer, xxxix. 3,13. Rab-mag, “chief of the 
Magi.” (ib.) might be added as a title to dis- 
tinguish the one Nergalshareser from the 
other; and this would agree with the title 
“Rubu-emga” given to Nergalshareser in 
the Inscriptions. (Sir H. Rawl. in Rawl. p. 
518.) But Rab-saris (chief Eunuch) is not an 
appellative; (ib.) for it follows on the name 
Sarsechim, v. 3. and on Nabushasban, v. 13. 
This makes it doubtful, whether Rab-mag 
either is an appellative. 

Ml perpaxcov, about 14. 

13 See Lect. vii. 

16 Her. i. 77. 


12 Beros. ib. 
14 Rawl. p. 518, 
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defeat, after which he shut himself in Borsippa, and was sent into hon- 
orable exile in Carmania’. With such successors, the glory of the 
Babylonian Empire could only be spoken of, as now concentrated in 
Nebuchadnezzar. Only“as the Empire was seen in him, not in his degen- 
erate successors, could it be said that the following world-empire should 
“be inferior.” The dynasty lived on, as that of the Bourbons was pro- 
longed after Louis XIV. but its glory expired before itself. 

I have given this lengthened explanation of the words, Thou art this 
head of gold, because it illustrates Holy Scripture. It was not needed to 
point out the weakness of the theory, which would erect the fainéant 
successors of Nebuchadnezzar into a distinct world-empire ; and which 
would represent these kings, who murdered their predecessors only to 
sink into inactivity or passiveness, to be the much-devouring bear, with 
the three kingdoms between its teeth. This theory is as marked by its 
dullness as the first by its wild contempt of evidence. 

ii. The third theory, ‘which divides the Medo-Persian Empire into two, 
a Median and a Persian, is admitted by its supporters to be contrary to 
the fact. They assert it truly to be an error; they could not but see, that 
some places at least in Daniel were distinctly opposed to it. Yet they 
scrupled not to impute the error to Daniel, simply on the ground of that 
one statement, that, on the death of Belshazzar, king of the Chaldeans, 
2 Darius the Median received the kingdom, being about threescore and two 
years old. Now if there is one theory, in which this critical school is 
agreed, it is the acquaintance of the Author of the book of Daniel with 
the previous books of Holy Scripture. They urge against it, that he uses 
language of Ezekiel, (as he does adopt a few expressions *,) that he speaks 
of the sacred writings which he studied, as “Scriptures,” and implies 
thereby that there was, when he wrote, a collection of sacred books ; they 
allege, even untruly, that he copied the prayer of Nehemiah, and formed 
his Chaldee on the study of that of Ezra. This theory of copying does 
not solve the fact of their resemblance, but it is essential to the unbeliev- 
ing hypothesis. Then it is absurd to suppose, that one so acquainted 
with the book ‘of Ezra and with the prophets before him should not have 
known, that Ezra records that the prophecy of Jeremiah, which he relates 
that he studied, was fulfilled through Cyrus, or that Ezra inserts in his 
book the proclamation of Cyrus, the Lord God of heaven hath given me all 
the kingdoms of the earth, or that Cyrus was foretold by name, as the 
deliverer of Israel from Babylon, in the prophecies of Isaiah. It is 
absurd to suppose, even on the unbelieving theory, that the writer of the 
book of Daniel would frame a history contradictory to what he knew to 
be the statements of the books which he studied. 

But the theory directly contradicts the book of Daniel itself. For 
Daniel speaks of Darius himself, as having a delegated royalty; and in 
this same chapter, as well as everywhere else, he speaks of the kingdoms 
of Media and Persia, as one. 


1 Megasth. in Arm. Chr. pp. 60,1. * Dan, y. 31. Eng. yi.l.Ch. 3See note B at the end. 


158 DARIUS HAD A DERIVED AUTHORITY. 

His two statements as to the authority of Darius are, 1) that he re- 
ceived the kingdom, 2) that he was made king®. Both statements imply 
a delegated authority. To be “made king” implies that he had the 
authority, not of his own right, but, from some other authority which 
made him king. God’, the people‘, a superior power®, are, in different 
places of Holy Scripture, said to “make” a person, “king.” ‘The cor- 
responding expression, “made a person king,” was used of the acts of 
Pharaoh Necho and Nebuchadnezzar in setting kings over Israel ®, and of 
the purpose of Syria and Ephraim toward Judah. It is even remarkable 
that the idiom is so little used in regard to God. It is never used of 
God’s ordinary providence, but only of the first appointment of a king 
in Israel, or by David and Solomon when speaking to God, and in God’s 
answer to Solomon®. It is then contrary to the idiom, when men, to 
avoid the inference, say, that the words, was made king over the land of the 
Chaldzans, mean, that he was so made by God®. 2) So again the word, 
“yeceived,” in Chaldee’ as well as in Hebrew *, always means “received 
from another, giving or offering.” It never means “took ” as a right, at 
his own will; (this would have been expressed by another word®;) it 
always meanis, “received what came to him from another.” 

Who Darius the Mede was, is a matter for secular history. The name 
Daryawesh is confessedly an appellative !, and so, it is consistent with his 
being known in secular history by some other name. There is a proba- 


lyi.1. Ch. y. 31. Eng. 2ix.1. not become king of Babylon, as a matter of 


31 Sam. xv. 11, 35,1 Kgs. iti. 7, 1 Chr. xxviii. 
4,2 Chr. i. 8,9,11. Samuel in God’s name, 1 
Sam. viii. 22, xii. 1. 

4 Judg. ix. 6, 16, 18, 1 Sam. xi. 15, 1 Kgs. xii. 
1, 20, xvi. 16, 21, 2 Kgs. viii. 20. (the great men, 
x. 6.) Xi. 12, xiv. 21, xvii. 21, xxi. 24, xxiii. 30. 
(mighty men, 1 Chr. xi. 10.) 1 Chr. xii. 31, 38. 
(il.) =xix.'22, 2 Chr. x. 1, xxi. 8, xxii,1, xxiii. 
WW, xxvii dl) xxxiil.25, xxxvi. 1. 

5 Abner, Ishbosheth; 2 Sam. ii.9. David, 
Solomon; 1 Kgs. i. 43, 1 Chr. xxiii. 1. Reho- 
boam, Abijah; 2 Chr. xi. 22. Pharaoh Necho, 
Jehoiakim; 2 Kgs. xxiii. 34, 2 Chr. xxxvi. 4, 
Nebuchadnezzar, Zedekiah ; 2 Kgs. xxiy. 17,2 
Chr. xxxvi. 10, Jer. xxxvii. 1, Ezek. xvii. 16. 
Syria, Ephraim and the son of Remaliah, in 
Judah if conquered, the son of Tabeal; Is. 
vii. 6. Ahasuerus, Vashti, queen; Esth. ii. 
17. [all the cases in which yon is used, 
viz. 48.] 

®6Lengerke’s expedient. De Wette and 
Bertholdt render ungrammatieally, “ was 
become king;” Maurer avoids it; Rosen- 
miller, “was made king by the Medes and 
Persians;” but a conqueror is not said to be 
made king of the people whom he conquers, 
by his army. He conquers with them. Hit- 
zig; “The choice of the passive is to indi- 
cate that he did not become king according 
to the ordinary course of things. He did 


course in his own time by succession, but 
had first to be made king by human agency, 
viz. through the army led by Cyrus. It is 
scarcely the writer’s meaning, that he was so 
made by God.” (iv. 14.) “ Darius the Mede 
was set as king over the Chaldzean kingdom, 
(probably by Cyrus,”) says even Paullus, iib. 
d. 3. erst. Ey. iii. 418. 

7 Gifts from the king, Dan. ii. 6; the king- 
dom (from God,) Ib. vii. 18. 

8 Persons offering themselves, 1 Chr. xii, 
18; offerings, Ez. viii. 30; a gift, Esth. iv. 4; 
a choice offered, 1 Chr. xxi. 11; God’s appoint- 
ments, Job ii. 10; [ii.] instruction, Proy. xix. 
20; an observance, Esth. ix. 23, 27; the 
things brought by the priests out of God’s 
house, 2 Chr. xxix. 16; the blood of the 
animals sacrificed, Ib. 22. 

mp? or NU}. 

10 From dara Pers. (the end esh heiug a Per- 
sian termination [see Ges. s. v. p. 350.] as in 
WD.) Dhari Sanser. signifies ‘hold, ‘rule,’ 
which falls in with the interpretation of 
Herodotus, ép£eins. (vi. 98.) This agrees with 
the cuneiform inscriptions, Darheus or Dari- 
eush, (Grotefend in Heeren. T. xi. p. 347.) 
Dareioush, Dareiouoush (S. Martin, Journ. 


As. Fey. 1823. Ges.) or DARaYaWUS. (Ib. 
App. 83.) 
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bility, that there was a king of Babylon at this date, known in secular 
history too by the name of Darius. It is possible that the Darius, who, 
(as Megasthenes relates},) expelled for a time from Carmania Nabone- 
doch, the last king of Babylon, to whom Cyrus had committed the 
government of that province, may have been Darius Hystaspes. But as 
Nabonedus was probably not young at the time of his accession, being 
selected by his fellow-conspirators for the throne?, and he reigned 17 
years in Babylon, and was again restored * by this Darius who removed 
him, it is probable that this Darius was a contemporary of Cyrus, not 
one who came to the throne 15 years later. For if this Nabonedus was 
40 at his accession to the throne of Babylon, he would have been 72 in 
the first year of Darius Hystaspes, and of a very advanced age to be 
restored to the government of a province subsequently. 

The Daric is said also to have been named not from Darius Hystaspes, 
but “*from an older king.” 

Be this as it may, it is a question of secular not of Biblical history, 
whether Cyrus placed on the throne the Cyaxares II. of Xenophon, or 
Astyages, or neither, but a Median, a descendant of their celebrated 
sovereign Achashwerosh®, (Cyaxares.) Xenophon, although writing a 
historical novel, may very possibly, (like great modern writers of “the 
historical novel,”) have, in great points, known the historical truth and 
adhered to it. Certainly as to the fact that Cyrus himself was of royal 
birth §, he is borne out by the inscriptions’ against Herodotus. Xeno- 
phon also, in another case, speaks of the family of Cyrus, as one who 
meant to write history. He sets his own, as an historical statement, 
against their’s®&. But when almost all Herodotus’ account of Cyrus is 
embellishment, and the evident object of Xenophon is to adorn his hero, 
they have no authoritative weight for any statement, unless they are sup- 
ported from without. Probably those who quote Herodotus so freely 
against Holy Scripture would be surprised, if they made clear to them- 
selves, what an almost nothing they themselves belieye of the account 
which they so employ. He needs to be confirmed by Holy Scripture, 
not Holy Scripture by him. But, in fact, there is not the shadow of con- 
tradiction. There would have been contradiction, had Daniel said, that 


“Brick at Senkeereh in Lower Chaldza.” Sir 
H. Rawl. in Rawl. Herod. i. 250. note. 264. note. 


1Chron. Arm. i. pp. 60, 1. 
2 Berosus in Jos. l. c. 


3“depulit aliquantulum,” Lat. transl. of 
Arm. Chron. which, I am told, is accurate. 

4Harpocration, sub. v. Schol. ad Aristoph. 
Eccl. 545. 

6 In like way, Frawartish, in Media, claimed 
the Median throne, and Sitrantachmes, a 
Sagartian, that of Sagartia, as descended 
from Cyaxares. “ I am Xathrites, of the 
race of Cyaxares.” “Iam king of Sagartia, 
of the race of Cyaxares.” Behist. Inscr. col. 
ii. par. 5. 14. in Rawl. Her. ii. 598. 602. 

6 Cyrop. i. 2. 1. 

7“the son of Cambyses, the powerful king.” 


- gether an old woman.” 


8“ When he came to Media, he, with the 
good will of his father and mother, marries 
the daughter of Cyaxares, whose exceeding 
beauty is still spoken of. But some of the 
historians say, that he married his mother’s 
sister. That maiden would have been alto- 
Cyrop. viii. 5. end. 
Cyaxares’ daughter was his first cousin, 
granddaughter of Astyages; but if, as Hero- 
dotus said, (i. 109.) Astyages had had no son, 
she would have been, not the granddaughter, 
butthe daughter of Astyages and his mother’s 


* sister. 


160 MEDES AND PERSIANS UNITED BEFORE BABYLON. 


Darius the Mede reigned in his own right; but he says exactly the con- 
trary. Daniel tells us more than Herodotus; but that “ more” is in con- 
formity both with other Scripture and external authority. 

Isaiah, in that wonderful prophecy of the destruction of Babylon, ch. 
xxi, a prophecy acknowledged even by unbelievers! to have been prior 
to the event, assigns to Persia the first place, but to Media, the second ?; 
Go up, O Elam ; besiege, O Media. In another prophecy, he speaks of 
the Medes alone as fierce instruments of its destruction ®. Jeremiah fore- 
tells, that God would bring against Babylon * an assembly of great nations, 
from the North country ;° a people, a great nation, and many kings from the 
coasts of the earth; and then he specifies by name, the Lord hath raised 
up the spirit of the kings of the Medes. Neology is constrained by its hypo- 
thesis to suppose the prophecy to have been spoken close on the event; 
but then, in consistency with itself, it is constrained to grant that it is 
accurate. The Medes then, under Cyrus, had a prominent place in the 
siege and destruction of Babylon; and that, according to the custom of 
the East, under their own subordinate kings. Just this same subordinate 
relation is contained in the well-known Chaldean tradition, preserved by 
Megasthenes. “It is said by the Chaldzeans, that, going up upon the 
palace, he [Nebuchadnezzar] was overmastered by some god and thus 
spake, ‘I, that Nebucodrosor, foretell to you, O Babylonians, the calamity 
which will overtake you, which Bel, my forefather, and the queen Beltis 
are alike unable to persuade the fates to turn aside. A Persian mule will 
come, aided by your gods, and will bring slavery upon you. Whose 
accomplice shall be a Mede, the boast of Assyria.’” Josephus uses the 
same language, saying that “®the city was taken, Cyrus, king of the Per- 
sians, having brought an army against it;” and then, speaking of 
“Darius who, with Cyrus his kinsman, destroyed the Babylonian Em- 
pire.” What marvel then, that, bound up as Media was with Persia, a large 
portion of its power, Cyrus, in whose career of victory Babylon was but 
a part, should commit its government to one in whom he could confide, 
while he himself was engaged in foreign conquests? The policy of 
placing a Vice-king at Babylon is in accordance with the previous 
history of Babylon for a long time under the Assyrian Empire, and with 
the actual relation of the Medes to the Persians. The Median Empire 
had been destroyed more, probably, through the personal defects of its 
sovereign, than through any decay in the nation. Their formidable rebel- 
lion against Darius Hystaspes, in conjunction probably with the neighbor- 
ing Armenians, in which the whole army quartered in Media joined, and 
which was finally repressed by Darius in person, shews that they were 
still unbroken®, They had energy for a new revolt against Darius 


eb. o.akey 8 xiii. 17. 
41.9, 51, 41. 6 li. 11, 28, 
Tin Bus. Preep. Ey. ix. 41. pp. 456, 7. 


1“Ts, xxi. a prophecy which, as is now 
recognized, is to be placed before the actual 
fall of Babylon.” Lengerke, p. 209. So also 


Ges. Is. pp. 648-50. Ewald (Proph. ii. 394.) 
supposes it, in his way, to have been spoken 
during the approagh of Cyrus. 


8 Ant. x. 11. 41. 
9In the Behistun Inscription translated by 
Sir H. Rawlinson, (As. Soc. T. x. pp. 195 sqq, 
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Nothus *, some 116 years later, B. C. 409. The Babylonians, in like way, 
by their repeated rebellions, (the first of which was carefully arranged, as 
soon as the confusion from the usurpation of Pseudo-Smerdis made room 
for it’,) shewed that, though betrayed by their security and by the weak- 
ness of their kings, they were more easily conquered than retained. 
Their resistance, in the first revolt against Darius, was more courageous 
than that against Cyrus. Only after two pitched battles they shut them- 
selves up within their walls*; and the traditions of their desperate expe- 
dient to prolong the siege *, and of the stratagem of Zopyrus®, involving 
self-sacrifice especially abhorrent to Persians and the sacrifice of 7000 
Persians, imply the memory of no easy conquest. Two revolts against 
one king, and a third against his successor *, were evidences of a strong 
surviving energy. Babylon then, probably, could not be safely left to 
itself; and it was a wise policy to attach the Medes by placing over it, 
out of their royal line, as Vice-king, one who, by reason of his age and 
apparent softness of character, would have no temptation to revolt, and 
who would find, in Babylon, no old associations or support. To trans- 
plant the Babylonian king to Carmania, and to place a Median over 
Babylon, was a policy correlative to that of removing disaffected popula- 
tions. An account, as credible as any, mentions a continuance of this 
policy, that Cyrus placed his second son as Satrap of the Medes, Arme- 


nians, and Cadusia‘. 


revised in Rawl. Herod. ii. 590 sqq.) Darius 
mentions nine countries which revolted from 
him, “ Persia, Susiana, Media, Assyria, Arme- 
nia, Parthia, Margiana, Sattagydia, Sacia.” 
eol. ii. 2, Media and Armenia alone offered 
a determined resistance. Darius first sent 
Hydarnes, one of the seven, against Media; 
then Dadarses, an Armenian, against Arme- 
nia, who thrice defeated them ; then Vomises 
a Persian, who twice defeated them; then, 
all three armies having waited for Darius, he 
moved from Babylon and defeated Phraortes, 
who met him in Media. (Beh. Inscr. col. ii. 
Par. 6-13.) There is nothing to connect their 
reyolt with the Median, except the neigh- 
borhood and the fact, that their five defeats 
fell between the first and last of Fravartaish. 
But Parthia and Hyrcania are said to have 
“declared for Fravartaish;” (Ib. 16. and col. 
iii. 1.) so he may very possibly have been the 
centre of the whole, and all may have been 
one movement (as Sir H. Rawlinson conjec- 
tures,) under a representative of the old 
Median monarchy to throw off the Persian 
yoke. Monarchs do not record their reverses, 
so we have only an account of one side. Prof. 
Rawlinson conjectures not improbably, that 
the successes against the Persians, attributed 
by Herodotus to Phraortes, father of Cyaxares, 
(i. 102.) really belonged to this Fravartaish. 
i. p. 409. 1 Xen. Cyrop. i. 2. end. 


11 


2“During all the time that the Magian 
ruled, and the seven conspired, in all this 
time and the confusion they prepared for 
the siege; and somehow they escaped notice.” 
Her. iii. 150. Darius places this first revolt 
early in his reign, soon after he had gained 
the sceptre, the Susianians rebelling at the 
same time. (Behist. Inscr. col. 1. par. 16.) 

?Beh. Inscr. col. i. 18-ii. 1.. They first 
disputed the passage of the Tigris; then 
fought near Babylon. 4 Her. iii. 150. 

5Ib. 153. sqq. It was part of the alleged 
stratagem, that 7000 Persians should be given 
up to be slain. Herodotus does not mention 
the battles, nor Darius the stratagem, but he 
only relates the results, and what was to his 
glory. 

6The 2d revolt was, when Darius was 
“absent in Persia and Media.” Beh. Inscr. 
Col. iii. P. 18, 14. Ctesias relates the revolt 
against Xerxes, when engaged in his Greek 
expedition, and says that they slew his 
general. (Pers. 3 22. p. 69. ed. Bahr.) Plutarch 
alludes to a revolt against Xerxes; (Apoph. 
Regg. p. 688. Wytt.) Herodotus speaks of 
his spoiling the temple of Bel; (i. 183.) 
Arrian (vii. 17.) and Strabo (xvi. 1.5.) of his 
destroying the temple, Arrian says, after his 
return from Greece, 

7 Xen. Cyrop. viii. 7. 11. Ctesias makes 
Cyrus assign to him three Eagtern Provinces, 
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That same distinction of the Medes continued. Medes, it has been 
remarked !, alone of all conquered nations, were employed in offices of 
confidence in the Persian Empire. Cyrus employed Mazares, a Mede, 
to quell the revolt of Sardis?; on his death, he appointed another Mede, 
Harpagus °, to continue the war, and subdue Ionia, Caria, Caunus, Lycia, 
the government of which last appears to have remained in his family *. 
A Mede, Intaphres, subdued Babylon on its first revolt®. In Darius’ 
account of his quelling the great revolts against him, Persians and 
Medes are, in various ways, named as especially united °. 

Media was allied to Persia by its common Aryan descent? and by near- 
ness of language®. Media “capta ferum victorem cepit.” Persia had 
then too that pliancy and plastic character*, which distinguishes it now. 
Composed of separate tribes ® up to the time of the revolt of Cyrus, (if the 
account of Herodotus be true"!,) or of his war with Media, Persia adopted 
apparently the institutions of its more civilized conquest. It appears to 
have joined on its history to that of Media’, to have adopted its laws, as 
it did, subsequently, its religion. Even such an external change as that 
of the adoption of its dress is significant. It was the adoption of the 
more elegant and luxurious attire for its own simple hardy dress. Persia 
continued to rank Media next to itself. 

But, on whatever ground Cyrus placed Darius the Mede as Vice-king 
over Babylon, there is not a plea for thinking that Daniel speaks of a 
Median Empire distinct from Persia. The account of Daniel, throughout, 
expresses the contrary. The first mention of Darius the Mede occurs, as 
the fulfillment of the writing on the wall, explained to Belshazzar by 
Daniel. In that writing, Mene, Mene, Tekel, Upharsin, the Persians are 
referred to, and that prominently. All the words of that writing contain, 
not an ambiguous but a twofold and soa fuller and more pregnant mean- 
ing, as explained by the Prophet himself. ™ Mene signifies at once, 


Bactria, Parthia, Carmania. Pers. 2 8. Hero- 


UTf Prof. Rawlinson’s conjecture (p. 128. n. 
dotus (iii. 30.) is contradicted by the Behist. 


9.) be right, we have no account of any con- 


Inser., in that he places Cambyses’ murder 
of his brother when in Egypt. 

1 Rawl. Herod. T. i. Essay iii. on the Median 
Empire, p. 402. n. 7. 

2 Herod. i. 356, 7. 8 Ib. 162-176. 

4 Rawl. on Herod, i. p. 312. n. 2. 

5 Behist. Inser. col. iii. par. 14. Ib. Prof. 
Rawlinson also instances Datis at Marathon, 
(Her. vi. 94.) his sons, commanders of Xerxes’ 
cavalry, (Ib. vii. 88.) Tachamaspates, em- 
ployed to bring Sagartia into subjection. 
(Behist. Inser. col. ii, par. 14.) Ib. 

6“ Persia, Media, and the other provinces,” 
vol. i. 211, 12, 14; “the army of Persians and 
Medians that was with me,” ii. 6. iii. 6; “I 
sent an army of Persians and Medes,” ii. 14; 
“no man, neither Persian nor Mede, who 
would dispossess him.” i. 13. 

7See Rawl. Essay iii. p. 401. 


8 Ib, n. 8 ® Herod. i. 135. 10 Ib, 125. 


quest of the Persians by the Medes. 

12.In the book of Esther, mention is made 
of the book of the chronicles of the kings of 
Media and Persia, (x. 2.) Media being placed 
first, as the history of the kings of Media 
necessarily preceded that of the kings of 
Persia; whereas speaking of the present 
time, the writer places the Persians first, the 
power of Persia and Media, (i. 3.) the seven 
princes of Persia and Media, (i. 14.) the ladies 
of Persia and Media, (i.18.) the laws of the Per- 
sians and the Medes. (i. 19.) The state docu- 
ments, which were originally deposited in 
the Record-office at Babylon, avere afterward 
transferred to Egbatana in Media, (Ezr. vi. 1, 
2.) probably as the ancient depository of 
documents. 13 Her. i. 135. vii. 63. See 
the woodcuts in Rawl. Herod. i. p. 276. 

14So far Lengerke too agrees. 

1 ND is “counted” and “counted to the 
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“numbered” and “ended;” 1 Tekel, “weighed” and “ light” on the 
weights; * Peres, “divided” and “Persian.” A word, subsequently, at 
least, rare*, is purposely chosen‘ to bring out the “ Persians” promi- 
nently. The two nations conjointly were to have the world- -empire, which 
was now in the hands of the Chaldees; but the pre-eminence of the Per- 
sians is expressed in the word foretelling it. The word “and they are 
parting,” also means “and Persians.” There is also the direct explana- 
tion, and és given to the Medes and Persians. He does not say, “is given 
first to the Medes and then to the Persians,” given, as these would say, 
first to Darius, then to Cyrus. A thing is not divided, which is given to 
two persons successively. It is given whole toeach. He says, “és given.” 
It was the last doomed night of Belshazzar and of the Chaldean empire. 
It was already night. For the hand-writing had been seen some time 
before, written where the light of the chandelier fell on it®, The Medes 
and Persians must have been already in motion. The city, buried in its 
revelry, was virtually already in their hands. They were all-but-march- 
ing along the half-dried bed.of the Euphrates, to take possession of what 
God had given into their hands. J¢ was given. Two sentenees relate the 
fulfillment of the words in the close of the first empire and the com- 
mencement of the second. °® In that night was Belshazzar, king of the Chal- 
dzans, slain. And Darius, the Median, (in contrast to the Chaldxan,) 
recewed the kingdom. 'The word, received, in itself, implies one from whom 
it was received. But, apart from this, it would have been no fulfillment 
of the words, had Darius succeeded independently. Half of the prophecy 
would have failed, which the statement is made to prove. The law also, 
which was in force, (it is thrice said) was the law of the Medes and Persians’, 
i. e. a law which had been originally the law of the more cultivated Medes ; 
but which, since its adoption by the Persians, was become the law of the 
Medes and Persians. The term belongs to the recent times of Persian con- 
quest, when the memory of the Median origin of the law was fresh; and 
much of law could not have been added by the Persians. Perhaps it was 
used by the councilors of the Median Vice-king out of national feeling. Yet 
the term was the most accurate which could have been used. Had it beena 
mere Median empire, the law must have been “the law of the Medes,” only. 


end,” whence in Arabic it signifies “defined,” 
and the noun, “the term defined, death.” 

1 IPA with allusion to TD, “light,” “is 
weighed.” 

2 pou “and (they are) dividing,” 2) “and 

_ Persians.” 

3 Buxtorf, (whom Gesenius follows,) noticed 
only one instance in which the verb 0}5 is 
used in this sense in the Targums, 1 Sam. ix. 
135 S Shite) loyal) “breaking and distributing 
food.” Caspari ‘(Zeitschr. f. Luth. Theod. 1841. 
4, p. 130) adds another, 2 Kgs. iv. 39. where it 
is for the Heb. nba “shred,” (orig. “split.”) 
Its common meaning both in Syr. and the 


Targg. is, “spread,” i. q. Heb. wr. Here 
it is the same as the Heb. D1. 

4 Lengerke says, “the ground is, that there 
was no suitable word wherewith to allude to 
the name, Mede.” p. 265. 1) This is not true. 
The root 7), “ measure,” existed in Chal- 
dee then, as appears from mn Ezr. iv. 20. 
maple) Ezr. iy. 13. vii. 24. This would have 
furnished a verbal allusion. 2) The verbal 
allusion is chosen to give greater emphasis 
to the meaning, to impress it. Of course, 
the meaning would not be sacrificed to the 
emphasis. 

5v. 5. 6 y. 30, 31. Eng. vi. Ll. Ch. 

7 vi. 9, 18, 16. Ch. 8. 12, 15. Eng. 
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The titles, “ Mede,” “Persian,” are strictly_personal. The empire was 
Medo-Persian : (as under the name Britain, we think chiefly of the three 
or four nations first combined in its kingdom, not of the dominions which 
have accrued to it.) Cyrus, strictly speaking, was Perso-Median, his 
mother having been a Mede. Darius was a Mede. Their personal 
nationalities, Darius the Mede, Cyrus the Persian, do not imply that the 
empire was Median or Persian, and not rather Medo-Persian. 

The fact, that there was only one Medo-Persian empire, is stated in the 
precisest terms in the vision which foretells its destruction. A living 
symbol cannot, without becoming unnatural, correspond in all details to 
the thing symbolized. Change had to be represented in such wise that 
the symbol itself should not be destroyed. The symbol of the ram hay- 
ing been chosen for the Medo-Persian empire, the shifting relation of its 
two parts could not be pictured, without offensiveness and untruth, in the 
body of the animal. It is represented in the horns. Asin the dream as 
to himself, Nebuchadnezzar saw the tree, which represented his fortunes, 
growing and cut down, so Daniel sees the Medo-Persian empire from its 
first formation. The body of the ram represents the aggregate of tribes, 
Median and Persian, which were united throughout its existence. Each 
was an ageregate of tribes in itself, the Median, of six, the Persian, of ten, 
tribes. Both were joined together, as England and Scotland. The body 
remained numerically the same, neither increased nor diminished, which- 
ever was dominant. This could not have been more vividly represented 
than by the oneness of the animal, while the horns, the symbol of power, 
varied. The vision gives briefly its rise, its prosperity, its fall. The angel 
explains it to represent the kings of Media and Persia, not of Media and 
Persia successively, but together ; for it remained to the end what it was 
at the beginning; it was the ram with two horns, the king or kingdom of 
Medo-Persia, when its horns were broken, and it was trampled under 
foot. 

In regard to the other objection, that the second Empire is said to be 
inferior to Nebuchadnezzar in his greatness, it is not improbable that the 
Persian was inferior, even in extent, to the empire under Nebuchadnezzar. 
But neither extent nor numbers constitute the superiority of an empire. 
Else the Chinese would be, for its numbers, far the first of modern 
empires; and, in extent, Russia. The Turkish empire would be far 
superior to any European; and the British empire, as nothing but for its 
East-Indian dominions. But, in every thing which does constitute the 
greatness of an empire, the Persian was very far inferior to Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s. Cyrus himself was a great instrument of God, not only, like all 
great conquerors, as the scourge of sin, but toward His own people. The 
edict in behalf of the Jews is one of the most remarkable events in the 
history of the world; one, fullest of consequences. Personal character 
too, as a heathen, he must have had, since Isaiah describes him as one, 
whom righteousness called to her foot *, as its disciple. God gave the nations 


liy. 8. Ch. 11. Eng. 21s, xli. 2. 
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before him and made him rule over kings. He inverted the relations of the 
Medes and Persians; two great empires, the Lydian and the Babylonian, 
fell before him. But his plan of universal empire left him no time to 
consolidate his work, and, while his plans were stretching out to India 
and to Egypt, perhaps even to Europe’, he fell, in conflict with some wild 
nation”, (it is not known which,) who defeated and slew one, who was 
lord of nations from the confines of India to the encircling sea which 
bounded Asia, the Mediterranean, AZgean, Black Sea. But, of all his 
imperial greatness, his tomb at Pasargade is his only memorial. The 
conqueror had seemingly neither the special genius nor leisure for inter- 
nal organization. He left none of the works for the good of his people, 
which distinguished the reign of Nebuchadnezzar. Even in his own 
reign, we have that sure token of bad government, public measures un- 
done through corrupt influences around the sovereign. Cyrus allowed 
his own edict to be in great measure neutralized, and his policy toward 
the Jews changed, because his councilors were bribed. The people of the 
land weakened the hands of the people of Judah and troubled them in building, 
and hired counselors against them to frustrate their purpose all the days of Cyrus 
king of Persia even until the reign of Darius king of Persia*. An epitome of 
Persian misrule! It was, in a prince who had felt the power of God, the 
self-same principle of mis-government, which led the sensual Xerxes to 
sell to Haman for 10,000 talents of silver the lives of all the Jews in his 
dominions, as an alien, uncongenial, race, scattered through all his pro- 
vinces, and then to squander on his favorite the price of their blood‘. The 
successors of Cyrus the Great degenerated at once. The mad Cambyses, 
whom even the Persians are said to have designated as “® despotic,” the 
“6 tradesman” Darius, were succeeded by Xerxes, who, uniting the vices 
of both to a sensualizing voluptuousness, prepared for the downfall of 
Persia by his stupendous but impotent aggression on Greece. The expe- 
dition of Alexander was (as it stands so pointedly in Daniel’) the natural 
and legitimate result of the exhibition of inherent weakness in the multi- 


1Cambyses in Egypt, and Darius North- Daniel of supposing that there were only 


ward, seem to have been carrying out his 
plans. According to Ctesias, (¢.6.) the Indians 
supported the Derbices against him, doubt- 
less as holding themselves to be menaced. 

2The Massagetee according to Herodotus 
(i. 214;) the Derbices, according to Ctesias. 
(Exe. 6-8.) Xenophon’s account, that he 
died in his bed, seems only devised to give 
room for a philosophie discourse. (Cyrop. 
viii. 7.) In Herodotus’ time, there were 
“many accounts” of his death. (i. 214.) 

3 Ezr. iv. 4, 5. 

4 Bsth. iii. 8-15. 

5 Seanotns Her. ili. 99. 

6 camndos Ib. iii. 89. 117. 

7 xi. 2.3. Bertholdt and Lengerke, acknow- 
ledging this connection, think it above “ the 
Jewish writer,’ and accuse their Pseudo- 


four kings of Persia, whereas Ezra mentions 
Artaxerxes. S. Jerome says well; “ Idly does 
one write, ‘Darius, who was conquered by 
Alexander, was the 4th king,’ who was not 
the 4th, but the 14th after Cyrus. Observe 
that, having enumerated four after Cyrus, he 
passed over 9, and passed on to Alexander. 
For the prophetic spirit cared not to follow 
the order of history, but to touch on the 
marked points.” The Epistle, however, of 
Alexander to Darius after the battle of Issus, 
so often quoted, has no bearing on this, since 
he is referring to wrongs in his father’s time 
and his own. (in Arr. Exp. ii. 14. 7-9.) The 
whole of the Persian history was future in 
the time of Daniel, the omission was the 
usual prophetic fore-shortening, of which St. 
Jerome speaks. 
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s 

tudinous force of Persia. That vast wave, in which the accumulated 
hosts of Asia seemed ready to submerge the tiny republics of Greece, 
dashed itself upon them, was broken, and recoiled. The failure of Darius 
at Marathon was but the mistake of one who, after the tide of victory 
over the Ionian Greeks, superciliously despised his foe. Xerxes evi- 
dently meant to overawe, gathered for four years the varied hordes of his 
vast empire, and failed. The vast bulk of the Persian empire was ever 
crumbling through intestine disorganization. The internal arrangements 
which were made, had a view rather to the better collecting of tribute 
in preparation for those expensive wars, than to the good government 
of the people. 

The defeat of Xerxes closed the 60 years of its seeming prosperity: for 
150 years more? it held together, because Greece was divided. But it did 
nothing for mankind; it left no memorial of itself. There is not a trait in 
its history upon which the human mind can dwell with interest, save the 
one scene of the kindness of Artaxerxes to Nehemiah; scarce any, from 
which human nature does not turn away*. Its heterogeneous elements 
were not more assimilated after two centuries, than at the first. Its con- 
nection with its provinces consisted in the appointments of satraps with 
the state of kings, military governors, and governors of the garrisons 
which kept them in check; and the contribution, on the part of the 
provinces, of fixed tribute, of contingents of troops when required, or, in 
times of peace, of eunuchs and replenishers of the Persian harems. 
Government by favorite, often revengeful, Queens, or by eunuchs, was 
the order of its policy; fratricide, a path to the throne, or a condition of 
its tenure. The jealousies or even mutual wars of its satraps, in that they 
kept each other in check, were thought to be the safety of its government. 


1 Only 6400 men fell on the side of the Per- 
sians; (Her. vi. 117.) and the 10,000 heayy- 
armed Greeks formed a front as long as the 
Medo-Persian, weakening their centre only; 
“both the wings were deep.” (Ib. 111.) The 
triremes, in which the Persians were em- 
barked, 600 according to Herodotus, (vi. 95.) 
300 according to Plato, (Menex. p. 190. Tauchn.) 
would (according to Herodotus’ calculation, 
vii. 184.) convey 138,000, or 69,000 men. They 
had also pressed Greeks on their way, (Her. 
vi. 99.) and had cavalry, but these not numer- 
ous; (10,000. Nepos. Milt. c.4.) “The aggre- 
gate crews of all their ships must have been 
between 150,000 and 200,000 men; but what 
proportion of these were fighting men, or 
how many actually did fight at Marathon, 
we have no means of determining.” (Grote, 
Greece, 1. iv. 468.) Darius is said to have led 
against Thrace 700,000 men, apart from the 
fleet of 600 ships. (Her. iv. 87.) 

2 Plateea, 480. B.C. Arbela. Sept. 331. 

8“Through those unhappy undertakings 
against Greece in the last six years of his 


reign, Darius saw the splendors of all his 
former glorious undertakings darkened. 
From that moment Persian history exhibits 
to us only the monotonous account of cabals, 
internal disturbances and expeditions against 
the Greeks, which occasioned on their part 
and justified maraudings and wars against 
the great king. The Greeks [in Xerxes’ 
time] could use their victories unhindered, 
in that Xerxes was involved in most distress- 
ing relations in his own family, and left war- 
concerns wholly to his satraps. Under Darius, 
the Empire sank wholly ; for the Satraps be- 
came almost independent princes; the king 
was governed by a woman, Parysatis, and 3 
Eunuchs; and Greek mercenaries formed 
the core of the royal army, as well as those 
in the several satrapies. The horrible savage- 
ness, treacheries, murders, maimings, we 
cannot relate in a general history of man- 
kind, since the Persian courtiers are only of 
account to those like them: for mankind ° 
they are an abhorrence.” Schlésser, Welt- 
gesch. p. 269. 
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Its external history, in every instance, shewed its internal weakness. Its 
provinces rebelled and re-rebelled ; some succeeded in detaching them- 
selves. Even in its more prospergus times, the petty prince of Salamis in 
Cyprus held the Persian power at bay for ten years}, and was at last 
acknowledged by them as a tributary king. Egypt had three brief 
dynasties of native princes*, during the period of Persian rule. Its 
employment of Greek mercenaries, and its intrigues with the Greeks of 
Europe, attest its sense ofits inherent weakness. Its chief wars were to quell 
the revolts of its own satraps. Like a volcanic country, the internal, 
unsubdued force, which periodically shook it, was felt in the earthquake, 
now here, now there, but underlay the whole empire. At the battle of 
Arbela, in which the Empire fell, its million of men were drawn out of 
twenty only of the 46 provinces, which had supplied the armament of 
Xerxes. 

This inferiority then of the 2d Empire to the first under Nebuchadnez- 
zar is no ground why the second should not be the Medo-Persian. For it 
was inferior in everything which constitutes an Empire. Nor could the 
symbol be adapted to the Median empire alone. A world-empire, which 
lasted two years, would in itself be an absurdity, which it would be inso- 
lent to fasten on the book of Daniel. But no explanation whatever could 
be given of the three ribs in his mouth, or of the command to devour much 
flesh. Again it would be a strange incongruity, that the third Empiro 
should be represented by symbols implying activity, in the 2d and 7th 
chapter, and, if it was to be the Persian, by the heavy animal in the 8th; 
or that the four heads in the 7th chapter should not symbolize the same 
as the four horns in the 8th, but should relate to a different empire. But, 
over and above this, the four heads have no possible explanation as to 
the Persian Empire. They exist simultaneously. Even rationalist inter- 
preters explain the four horns in the 8th chapter as representing four 
contemporary kingdoms, those of the four successors of Alexander. 
Much more must the four heads be powers existing together. And not 
only so, but, even waiving this, not even in succession can four kings of 
Persia be pointed out, to answer to the four heads. For in the xith chap- 
ter to which these writers appeal, five are probably spoken of*, and pro- 
phecy breaks off with Xerxes, because his invasion and failure were the 
far distant causes of the expedition of Alexander, the earnest of its 
success. The explanation of the four heads by those four kings is incon- 
sistent alike with the believing or unbelieving hypothesis. With the 
believing, because, although prophecy foretells the truth in part only, it 
does not foretell what is untrue, and it is untrue that the Persian Empire 
was four-headed.. On the unbelieving, because it is absurd to make mere 
silence an argument of ignorance, when yet a 6th king, Artaxerxes 


1See Grote, Hist. of Greece, c. 76. T. x. 8“ There are yct three kings,” (xi. 2.) natur- 
pp. 27-32. ally means, three after Cyrus, viz. Cambyses, 
. é F Pseudo-Smerdis, Darius Hystaspes; and then 
tee = ’ 2 
? Dyn. xxvifi. xxix. xxx. Brugsch, Hist. d “and the fourth,” means the fourth who was 
Eg. ¢. 17. pp. 279-285. yet to be, viz. Xerxes, 
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Longimanus, is mentioned in the book of Ezra, with which, on the 
rationalist hypothesis, the writer of the book of Daniel was well 
acquainted ?. * 

iv. There remains yet the paradox, that, seeing that the first empire 
must be the Babylonian and the 2d the Medo-Persian, (for so far the 
maintainers of this paradox see clearly,) the number is to be filled up by 
making Alexander himself the 3d empire, his successors the fourth. 

To this it would seem to be answer enough, “then the empire of the 
successors of Alexander was to be stronger than that of Alexander itself.” 
Terribleness, crushing might and deed, permanent dominion, are the 
characteristics of the 4th empire. But in the vision, which is expressly 
explained of the Greek Empire, it is said, “fowr kingdoms shall stand up 
out of the nation, but not in his power?,” [the power of the first king ;] and 
again, “*when he [Alexander] shall stand up, his kingdom shall be 
broken and shall be divided toward the four winds; and not to his pos- 
terity, nor according to his dominion which he ruled.” There could not be 
two pictures more opposite to one another. In both visions, those in the 
2d and the 7th chapter, the exceeding strength of the fourth empire, in 
contrast with those before it, is dwelt upon; the fourth kingdom shall be 
strong as tron, forasmuch as tron breaketh in pieces and subdueth allihings ; as 
iron that breaketh all these, shall it break in pieces and bruise: a fourth beast 
dreadful and forceful and strong exceedingly, and it had great iron teeth ; it 
devoured and brake in pieces and stamped the residue with the feet of it, and it 
was diverse from all beasts that were before it *. 

An empire, stronger than all before it, cannot be meant to be the same 
as that, of which it is emphatically said, that it should be weaker than 
that before it. 

Again as to the facts, cast your eyes on the picture of the two chief of 
Alexander’s successors, the Seleucidse and the Ptolemies, in Daniel him- 
self. Two dynasties equally balanced against each other; at one time the 
king of the South superior, at another, the king of the North; multitudes 
given into his hands; casting down ten thousands but not strengthened by 
it; wnable to stand! See the tide of war reeling, ebbing, flowing, from 
North to South, and from South to North. One king of the South 
(Ptolemy Euergetes) prevailing and carrying away captives®; the king of 
the North [Seleucus Callinicus] failing in his invasion of Egypt ®; Anti- 
ochus the Great invading Egypt, and defeated by the wretched Ptolemy 
Philopator, yet he too, casting down many ten thousands, but not 
strengthened by it’; then Antiochus victorious and Egypt powerless, but 
the victor checked by the Romans and perishing §; then a raiser of taxes® 

1The argument was dishonest in those 


2 vili. 22. 3 xi. 4. 


writers, because they well knew that, in the 
xith ehapter, kings both of the Ptolemies and 
the Seleucid are not alluded to, whom the 
writer, had he lived after the event, must 
have known of. But what was no argument 
of ignorance in the one case, could not, of 
course, haye been so in the other, 


. tii. 40, vii. 7. 


5 xi. 8. 

®Ib. 9, It should be rendered; And he [i.e. 
the king of the North] shall come against the 
kingdom of the king of the South, and shalt 
return to his own land. 

710-12. 

8 13-19, 920, 
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(Seleucus Philopator) ; then ‘a vile person (Antiochus Epiphanes) working 
deceitfully, strong with a small people, his fraudulent victories checked at 
last by Roman power. Where, in all this division, is the surpassing, iron- 
strength of the 4th kingdom or the terribleness of the 4th creature for 
which no name could be found? If this, as is said, was the decay of the 
fourth kingdom, that decay began from the very existence of those sepa- 
rate kingdoms as described by Daniel. Its strength was no where but in 
Alexander himself. Two intermarriages alone are alluded to in Daniel ?, 
or took place between the Seleucidee and the Ptolemies; and these two, 
on no common principle. The marriage of Antiochus Theos with Bere- 
nice, daughter of Ptolemy Philadelphus, was not, like those in Teutonic 
empires, to cement two nations against others whose strength was dreaded. 
It was simply a way of ending a war, of which Ptolemy was weary*. It 
was the policy of Antiochus the Great alone, to unite Egypt with him 
against Rome. One intermarriage is not characteristic of the policy of 
anempire. Again, it is said that ‘the attempt to cement their strength 
by intermarriages’ is a characteristic of Alexander’s successors. These 
intermarriages belong to the decay of the fourth empire in Daniel, when 
the iron strength, symbolized in the iron legs of the image, was gone, and 
there had succeeded to it the mixed strength and weakness in the toes, 
the iron mingled with the miry clay. But of those two marriages, the 
one took place in the 2d generation of the Seleucid; the other, in that 
of Antiochus the Great, who broke the strength of the Syrian kingdom 
against the Romans. When then was the time of strength, if this was its 
decay ? 

The successors of Alexander were not, in any sense, one kingdom, 
except as the fragments of his empire; as the parts are equal to a whole. 
They had no unity. They themselves claimed to hold their kingdoms as 
his successors. Four kingdoms could not be one, except as representing 
that one from whom they descended. Daniel too leaves the two out of 
sight altogether, and speaks of those only whose history touched the 
people of God. But these were throughout their history in perpetual 
conflict. 

They were one, doubtless, in the Providence of God. It matters little, 
how much lay in the mind of Alexander, whether his Greek cities were 
to be links of commerce, or means of blending East and West into one, 
or bands of his dominions, or centres of civilization, any or all of these. 
Certainly his enquiry of Aristotle, as to the best mode of colonizing‘, 
shews how deep the plan lay in his mind. His instantaneous perception 
of the value of the site of Alexandria, and his choice of a situation whose 


121-23. 2 Dan. xi. 5, 17. she was called depyddopos, dowry-bringer.” 


3“ Ptolemy Philadelphus, wishing, after 
many years, to end a troublesome struggle, 
gave his daughter Berenice to Antiochus to 
wife, and conducted her as far as Pelusium, 
and gave countless thousands of gold and 
silyer under the name of dowry. Whence 


S. Jer. on Dan. xi. 6. 

4 Aristotle’s work was entitled “ Alexander, 
or concerning colonies.” Diog. Laert. vy. 22. 
Ammonius says, “or what, being asked by 
Alexander the Macedonian, he wrote con- 
cerning the kingdom, and how colonies 
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value the circumnavigation of Africa has not lessened, and the experience 
of 2000 years has confirmed, imply no ordinary scheme. “He founded,” 
Plutarch says}, “above 70 cities among the barbarous people, and sowed 
Asia with Greek troops®.” Apart from garrisons, toward 70 cities, founded 
by him or by his generals at his command’, have been traced in Asia 
Minor, Syria, Egypt, Mesopotamia, Media, Hyrcania, Parthia, Aria, Mar- 
giana, Drangiana, Arachosia, Paropamisus, Bactria, Sogdiana, India on 
the Hydaspes, Acesines, Indus; in modern terms, in the whole of Turkey 
in Asia, Egypt, all habitable Persia, North, East, and South, and beyond 
it, in Beloochistan, the Deccan, Cabool, Afghanistan, the Punjaub, and 
yet Northward, in Khorassan and Khondooz to Bokhara and Turkestan. 
The main characteristic of this colonization is the evident purpose to 
establish Greek cities along all the lines of communication by land or 
water. It is marvelous to follow the march of that wonderful genius, and 
to observe him seizing each important spot, alike in Egypt, in the long 
civilized countries of the Euphrates and the Tigris, and in lands but 
lately known to European energy or curiosity; conquering, not to deso- 
late but to settle with fixed populations. “*Media was girt round by 
Greek cities.” At the pass of the Caspian Gates, in the rich valley of the 
Herat, at the confluence of the Indus and the Chenab, or in the valley of 
the Jelum, or the mouth of the Indus, or on the Persian gulf, Alexander, 
with intuitive intelligence, seized the points which became bands of the 
intercourse of nations. ‘“® Merv, Herat, Kandahar, attest to this day, how 
surely Alexander chose the most Important points, while Propthasia [it 
is thought, Furrah] protected the connection with the 8S. W. toward the 
Kermanian Alexandria [Kerman.] They are the knots in the great net 
of this natural-line of intercourse, which intersect Iran, and, at the same 
time, in a military aspect, the most important points.” 


should be made.” Stahr, Arist. ii. 63. Droysen, 
Hellenism. ii. 589. 

1 Plutarch de fort. Alex. i. 5. Wytt. He 
relates as facts; “ He taught the Hyreanians 
to marry, and the Arachosii to till the ground, 
the Sogdiani to cherish, not to slay their 
fathers; the Persians to reverence, not to 
marry their mothers. The Indians (Bac- 
trians and Caucasians) worship Greek gods; 
the Seythians bury, and do not eat, their 
dead.” “Asia being civilized, Homer was 
their study, and the sons of Persians, Susians 
and Gedrosii sang the tragedies of Euripides 
and Sophocles. Myriads received and receive 
the laws of Alexander.—They would not 
have been civilized, had they not been sub- 
dued,—Egypt would not haye had Alexan- 
dria, nor Mesopotamia Seleucia, nor the 
Sogdians Prophthasia, nor India Bucephalia, 
nor would Caucasus haye been encircled 
by Greek cities, whereby sayageness was 
checked and extinguished.” 

27éAcot. The troops unfit for active service, 


(Arr. iv. 3. fin. 22, 6. Ell.) or the Greek merce- 
naries who so wished. Diod. xvii. 83. (Droy- 
sen, Hellen. ii. 614, 616, 622.) He purposed so 
to settle in Persia “the Greek mercenaries 
who had served Darius and Satraps.” Paus. 
1525315. 

’Droysen, ii, Anhang. Die Grindungen 
Alexanders. 587-651. 

+Polyb. x. 27. 

5 Droysen, ii. 649. “The colonies were 
thickest, when it was the question of oecupy- 
ing the road, which leads out of India to the 
narrow pass of the Cabool, and of protecting 
it, Southward around the Paropamisos, and 
Northward over the height of the Caucasus 
down to the Oxus. Three lowlands with 
their double streams lay beneath the tower- 
ing mountains of Iran. On colonizing these 
especially Alexander employed the utmost 
diligence. The country of the Euphrates 
and the Tigris, being so much nearer to 
Europe, was more accessible to colonization: 
the king bestowed double pains on the coun- 


FOLLOWED BY HIS SUCCESSORS. By 

But it would have been little in comparison, to have guarded that inter- 
course by Greek stations. Over and above, Greek and Barbarian were 
blended}, and the Greek element, from its greater force of character, 
would have ultimately prevailed, and outwardly leavened the whole. 
This union of Greek and Barbarian in the colonies on equal terms, 
cemented by his celebrated intermarriages, when above ten thousand 
Macedonians, urged by him, followed his example in taking Persian 
wives”, prepared the way for the predominance of Greek mind, far other- 
wise than a military occupation could have done. The same purpose 
shewed itself in his different blendings of choice native and Macedonian 
troops, both in the phalanx and in the cavalry ®, in his proposed education 
of the children of Macedonian soldiers from Persian mothers‘, and in 
that large plan, found in his papers, “®of the joint colonization of cities, 
and removal of persons from Asia to Europe’and conversely, in order to 
bring those greatest continents into mutual harmony and the love of 
kindred by intermarriages and intimacies.” A grand conception of union, 
to be realized only by Christianity. 

Yet this extension and infusion of Greek intelligence and energy is 
just the one token of unity between his kingdom and those of his suc- 
cessors. Seleucus Nicator is related to have founded above sixty cities, 
“along the length of his whole empire,” “whence,” Appian says °, 
“many Greek and Macedonian names of cities still exist in Syria and 
among the Barbarians above it.” He specifies five in Parthia, one in 
India, Scythia, and Armenia. This was in our 2d century. (140, A. D.) 
The cities founded by Alexander’s successors have been traced? in 
each well-known province of Asia Minor, Bithynia, Pontus, Paphla- 
gonia, Cappadocia, Phrygia, Lycaonia, Lydia, Pergamus, Troas, Caria, 
Lycia, Pisidia, Pamphylia, Cilicia; in Syria, Mesopotamia, Babylonia, 
Susiana; on the Tigris; in Armenia, Persia, Media, Parthia; on the 
Jaxartes, the Indus, and even East of the Indus, near the Ganges; in 
Arabia also, on the Red Sea, in Egypt and Cyrene. 

Nor did the followers of Alexander imitate him only in colonizing. 
The blending of races was continued; and very remarkably in part, 
through the position given to the Jews on the ground of their faith- 
fulness to their sovereigns. The early Ptolemies and Seleucid multi- 
plied, as they thought, faithful subjects, and prepared a seed-plot for the 
Gospel. We are told expressly that the two founders of the two lines, 


try of the Oxus and Jaxartes, the Indus and _ accession, not of the Asiatics apart, but Mace- 


Hesydrius. [the Sutlej.]”’ 

1See ab. p. 170. n. 3. 

2 Arr. vii. 4, 5-end. 6. 3. in Phot. cod. 91. 

3 The different measures were; 1) Training 
30,000 youths from the newly founded cities, 
with Macedonian arms and tactics. Diod. 
xvii. 108. Arr. vii. 6. 2) The admission of 
Sogdian, Arachosian, Drangian, Aryan, Par- 
thian, Sacian, horsemen, in the ranks of the 
Companions, and that, so as to form ¢ of the 
whole, a 5th squadron being added on their 


donians and Asiatics being blended in each 
squadron. Arr. ib. 3) In the remodelled 
phalanx, the posts of honor and the Mace- 
donian arms were reserved to Macedonians, 
but, in number, the Persians were 3 to 1; 
the three first soldiers, in the file 16 deep, 
and the last, being Macedonians, the twelve 


‘intermediate being Persians. Arr. vil. 22. 


4 Arr. vii. 12, 3, being 10,000. Diod. xvii. 110. 
5 Diod. xviii. 4. 6 Syr. 57. 
7 Droysen, Hellen, ii. 651-747. 
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Ptolemy Lagi in Alexandria’, Seleucus Nicator in the then third’ city 
of the known world, Antioch, and in the other cities of his vast por- 
tion of the Empire of Alexander’, gave to the Jews equal rights with 
Macedonians. In religion only they were Jews ; as members of a polity 
they had sometimes special privileges bearing on their law and religion, 
else they were Alexandrians, Antiochenes, Ephesians‘. It is stated, on 
the authority of extant documents, that this union of races, too (as well 
as that between the Persian and Macedonian,) was begun by Alexan- 
der ®, carried on by his successors. This moreover took place to such 
extent that 4 of the population of Egypt consisted of Jews® “7 Ptolemy 
Lagi—when he wished to have strong hold of Cyrene * and of the other 


1Ptolemy Lagi, “understanding that those 
from Jerusalem were most reliable a8 to their 
oaths and fealty, (from the answer which they 
gave to the embassy of Alexander after he 
had conquered Darius,) having located many 
of them in the garrisons and given them 
equal rights of citizenship with the Mace- 
donians in Alexandria, took an oath of them 
that they would keep fealty to the descend- 
ants of him who gave them this charge. 
And no few of the other Jews came of their 
own accord into Egypt, invited both by the 
goodness of the soil and the liberality of 
Ptolemy.” Jos. Ant. xii. L. 

2 Jos. B. J. iii. 2, 4 

8“They [the Jews] obtained the honor 
from the kings of Asia also, having served 
in the army with them. For Seleucus Nica- 
tor, in the cities which he founded in Asia 
and in lower Syria, and in the Metropolis 
itself, Antioch, conferred on them citizen- 
ship, and made them rank with the Mace- 
donians and Greeks who were settled therein, 
so that this citizenship remains even now 
also.” Ant. xii. 3. 

4“ Wis [Apion’s] marveling, how, being Jews, 
they were called Alexandrians, betrays the 
same ignorance. For all who are invited 
into a given colony, much as they may differ 
in race, take their name from its founders. 
Those of us, who dwell at Antioch, are called 
Antiochenes. For Seleucus, the founder, 
gave them citizenship. And so too in Ephe- 
sus, and the rest of Ionia, they bear the same 
name with the natives, the Successors [of 
Alexander] having given it to them.” Jos. 
ec, Ap. ii. 4. 

5“ Alexander gave them [the Jews] a place 
to dwell in, and they obtained equal rank 
with the Macedonians. I know not what 
Apion would have said, had they been settled 
near the Necropolis and not near the Palace, 
and were not their race now too called ‘ Mace- 
donians.’ If then he [Apion] has read the 
Epistles of Alexander the king, and has met 


with the reseripts of Ptolemy Lagi and the 
kings after him, and has lighted on the 
column which stands in Alexandria and 
contains the rights, given by the great Ceesar 
to the Jews; if, I say, he knows these things, 
and, knowing them, has dared to write the 
contrary, he is unprincipled; if he knew 
nothing of them, he is ill-instructed.” ‘“Alex- 
ander collected some of our people there, 
not for want of such as should colonize the 
city which: he founded with. great earnest- 
ness. But carefully proving all as to good 
faith and probity, he gave this distinction to 
our people. For he honored our nation, as 
Hecatzeus too says of us, that, for the probity 
and good faith which the Jews evinced 
toward him, he gave them in addition the 
territory of Samaria to hold free from tribute. 
And Ptolemy Lagi too was like-minded with 
Alexander as to those who dwell in Alexan- 
dria.” Jos. Ib. ‘This early equalizing of the 
Jews with Alexandrians is recognized in the 
edict of Claudius; “Having learnt that the 
Jews in Alexandria were from the first called 
Alexandrians, having been settled there 
together with the Alexandrians straightway 
at the earliest period, and having received 
from the kings equal citizenship, as appeared 
plain both from their letters and from the 
ordinances,” &c. (in Jos. Ant. xix. 5, 2. 

6“The Governor, [Flaccus,] knowing that 
the city and all Egypt have two sorts of inhab- 
itants, us and these, and that there are not 
fewer than 1,000,000 Jews dwelling in Alex- 
andria and the country from the steep slope 
toward Libya to the confines of Mthiopia,” 
&c. Philo, cont. Flace. ii. 533. Mang. Diodorus 
sets the whole population at 3,000,000 only. 
See on Joel iii. 19. p. 170. 

7 Jos. c. Ap. ii. 4. 

8“Tn the city of the Cyrenians there were 
four [classes;] the citizens; the agricultur- 
ists; the resident aliens; and fourthly the 
Jews.” Strabo in Jos. Ant. xiv. 7. 2. 
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cities in Libya.sent Jews to settle there.” “This people,” says Strabo A. 
F hath now found its way into every city, and it is not easy to find a spot 
in the world, which hath not received this race, and which is not over- 
powered by them. Many other places have imitated Egypt and Cyrene 
—in this too, that they support especially bodies of Jews, and are en- 
larged together, using the hereditary laws of the Jews. In Egypt at 
least a settlement has been assigned them apart, and great part of 
Alexandria has been set aside for this nation. And they have an Eth- 
narch of their own, who administers the affairs of this nation, hears 
causes, takes charge of contracts and ordinances, as if he were the 
ruler of an independent polity. In Egypt then the nation gained great 
power.” Nor was this intermingling only in large places. Josephus? 
mentions decrees in favor of Jews, not only at Ephesus, Laodicea, Mile- 
tus, Pergamus, Philadelphia, but in Delos? also. 

In this case Greece was the recipient. Actively, it concentrated its 
energy of colonization chiefly. on the “lands around or within the 
Tigris and Euphrates ;” “ forty new cities can still be counted in Upper 
Syria between Mount Taurus, Lebanon, and the Euphrates.” And these 
were undoubtedly only a portion®. The Ptolemies “*colonized south- 
ward on the coast of Abyssinia, and that so solidly, that, far into 
Christian times, the Greek maintained itself together with the native 
element, rivalling too the advancing Arab.” 

In both Asia and Egypt, Alexander laid the foundations; in both his 
successors built on, toward an end in God’s Providence which they 
knew not. But even man’s “rough-hewing his ends,” which God so 
“shaped,” was no chance work. Letters were the hereditary province of 
even degenerate Ptolemies. The Septuagint, the dialect which, uniting 
the depth of Hebrew with the intellectual precision of the Greek lan- 
guage, was to be the vehicle of the revelation of the Gospel, the Greek 
of Alexandria modified by the Old Testament, were productions of the 
peculiar character of the third Empire in Alexander and his successors. 
Alexandria and Antioch, early conquests of Christianity, chief sees and 
schools of thought, were their joint production. Nisibis and Edessa, 
where Eastern tone of thought prevailed, the great schools of the 
Christian East’, had felt the intellectual influence of the Greek mind. 
This and much more, which was in the purpose of God, was first 
developed in distant centuries; but it illustrates the oneness of the 
empire of Alexander and his successors, that these worked out, in an 
inferior degree, yet remarkably, the characteristic conception of the 
great intellectual conqueror, the largest-minded probably, whom the 
earth ever saw. 


1].¢. 2 Ant. xiv. 10. ally of Hellenism. How many cities do we 
3 Ib. 28. and 14. find only named once; of how many is the 
4Droys. Hell. ii. 748. notice only accidental!” Id. ib. 

6“The traditions still extant in no way 6 Ib. 748-51. 


inform us of the whole extent of Greek 7See Assem. de Scriptt. Syr. in Bibl. Or. T. 
colonies, founded in the first century especi- _ i. prol. and 270, 204, 351. n. 2. 353. 
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’ These colonizations were the great and lasting influence of the Greek 
empire. They involved, of necessity, a mixture of races, in which the 
energy of Greek character and mind must needs predominate over the 
weaker Persian. Its influence continued. “It was no new idea in 
Alexander, to complete the military occupation of the subject-countries 
through colonies; but the character of his foundations shews, that mili- 
tary objects were by no means his sole motives. His immediate and 
more distant successors? carried on his work more or less in his spirit; 
the result, in most countries, was the lasting foundation of Hellenism. 
Even the barbarian occupations of the Parthians or Sacze could not at 
once extinguish it. The Arsacidee, to the latest times, call themselves on 
their coins, ‘* friends of Greece:’ the Parthians despised king Vonones, 
because he had estranged himself from Persian ways, and was encircled 
by Greeks *. Seneca still says 5, ‘What mean Greek cities in the midst of 
barbarian countries? what means the language of Macedonians among 
Indians and Persians?’ Even the Barbarians, who penetrated to India, 
had, as it seems, for above a century, Greek letters and words on their 
coins. In truth, the language in which the Apostles preached was a lan- 
guage of the world.” 

There is no tenable way, then, in which the Empires of Alexander and 
his successors, either together or apart, can be made into the fourth 
Empire. Not together; for, counted together, they make the 3d not the 
4th Empire; not Alexander’s successors alone, both because they are, in 
no sense, by themselves one empire; and the theory patently contradicts 
the symbol in both visions, which it ought to explain. There is no pos- 
sible explanation moreover, either way, of the tenfold division of the 
fourth empire, expressed alike in the toes of the image and the horns 
of the fourth beast, nor any solution, how, if the little horn (the 11th) 
were Antiochus Epiphanes, he overthrew three of those ten. The theory 
fails doubly in that which is to be its mainstay. The little horn of the 
7th chapter is to be Antiochus Epiphanes; in truth, lest there should be 
prophecy ; ostensibly, because it is so in the 8th. But granted to these 
interpreters, for the time, all which they ask; that the ten horns are 
individual kings, not kingdoms; supposing too, for the time, (what con- 
tradicts the text,) that 7 out of the ten kings need not be contempora- 
neous with the 11th who is to overthrow three of them; still the inter- 
preters cannot make out either the ten kings or the three, specified in the 
vision. Porphyry’s expedient of making up ten kings out of those in 
any kingdom “ who were most cruel®” [i. e. to Israel] failed both in 
principle and in fact. In principle, because there is no indication of this 


1 Droysen, Gesch. d. Hell. ii. 589. eruel; and these kings he sets down, not of 
2Diadochoi and Epigonoi. See Diod.i.3. one kingdom, e. g. of Macedonia, Syria, Asia, 
Strabo xv. end. Egypt, but he makes a succession of kings 
% Philhellenes. 4Tac. Ann. ii. 2. out of different kingdoms, in order that what 
5 Consol. ad Helvid. 6. T. iii. 363. ed Frisk. is written of @ mouth speaking great things 


6“From Alexander to Antiochus he [Por- may be understood, not of Antichrist but of 
phyry] enumerates ten kings who were mest | Antiochus.” §S. Jerome on Dan. vii. 7. 
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limitation in Daniel ; in fact, because no such. ten kings could be found. 
It is doubtful whether Porphyry specified any. Later writers have 
enumerated the ten anyhow‘; some kings, with whom Israel was in no 
way concerned ; some who were its benefactors?; three, who began with 
harshness and repented. But if the ten horns were to represent kings 
at all, there must plainly be some unity,some common ground, for which 
they were to be selected out of the many successors of Alexander who 
were called kings; some one relation to the fourth empire as a whole. 
Of late, then, they have been sought in the Syrian kingdom, to which 
Antiochus Epiphanes belonged. These however were not 10, but 7 ‘4. 
Nor were there any three of them, nor indeed any three at all, whom 
Antiochus Epiphanes overthrew. And yet there have been no lack of 
guesses, who might be meant by those three, who, on the unbelieving 
hypothesis, were contemporary with the writer, and whose signal fall he 
is to have witnessed. Three kings of Syria have been chosen, three of 


Egypt, the assassin of Seleucus Philopator, and a king of Armenia®. Of 


1 Junius, Piscator, Polanus, Grotius and 
Collins (following Grotius) did not trouble 
themselves to make out more than 10, count- 
ing Antiochus Epiphanes twice, as the last of 
the ten horns, and as the “other little horn,” 
which “came up among them:” (contrary 

«to language and sense.) Junius, Piscator, 
Polanus, count them, Seleucus Nicator, 
Antiochus Soter, Ant. Theos, Sel. Callinicus, 
Ptolemy Euergetes, Sel. Ceraunus, Ant. Mag- 
nus, Ptol. Philopator, Seleucus Philopator, 
Ant. Epiphanes. Grotius, out of 14 or 15 
kings alluded to in ch. xi, selected 9, adding 
an apocryphal king, Ptolemy Eupator. The 
real kings were, Ptolemy Lagi, Sel. Nicator, 
Ptol. Euergetes, Sel. Callinicus, Antiochus 
M., Ptol. Philopator, Ptol. Epiphanes, Sel. Phil- 
opator, Ant. Epiphanes. Collins adopted this. 
(Scheme of Lit. Proph. p. 162.) Rosenmiiller 
(or whomever he followed) adopted a third 
enumeration, adding Antigonus and Deme- 
trius Poliorcetes before the division of the 
four kingdoms, taking 6. Ptolemies, Lagi, 
Philadelphus, Euergetes I., Philopator, Epi- 
phanes, Philometor, and the two last of the 
Syrian line before Epiphanes, viz. his father 
and brother. Since there were eight Seleu- 
cide, (including Ant. Epiph.) and seven 
Ptolemies down to this date, 1365 different 
combinations of 11 might be made out of 
these 15, each as good as the other, i.e. all 
equally bad, since there is no ground for 
selecting one rather than another. There 
would be a fixed principle in selecting either 
house, the Ptolemies or the Seleucidee; but 
either house furnishes less than ten, both 
together more than ten. If any begin earlier 
with Rosenmiiller, the possible changes would 
be still more absurdly manifold. Yet Hitzig 


begins with Alexander, and is followed by 
Hilgenfeld, I. c. 

21) Seleucus Nicator, the author of privi- 
leges to the Jews which lasted till the times 
of Josephus. (Jos, Ant. xii. 3.) 2) Ptolemy 
Lagi, who took Jerusalem indeed by fraud, 
yet bestowed afterward such privileges on 
the Jews, ranking them with Macedonians, 
that many Jews migrated into Egypt. (Ib. 
e.1.) 38) Ptolemy Philadelphus. (Ib. c. 2.) 4) 
Ptolemy Euergetes. (Jos. ¢. Ap. ii. 5.) 5) 
Ptolemy Philometor and Cleopatra. 6) Anti- 
ochus the Great. (Ant. xii. 3.) And, generally. 
Josephus appeals to, as exstant and accessi- 
ble in his time, “reseripts of the kings of 
Egypt after Ptolemy Lagi.” (c. Ap. ii. 4.) 7) 
Even Seleucus Philopator, for a time at least, 
bore the expenses of the sacrifices at Jeru- 
salem. (2 Mace. iii. 3.) 

3 Ptolemy Lagi, (Ant. xii. 1.) Antiochus M., 
and even Ptolemy Philopator, (3 Macc.) or 
Physcon, according to the Latin of Jos. ¢c. 
Ap. ii. 5. 

41) Seleucus Nicator, 2) Antiochus Soter, 3) 
Ant. Theos, 4) Seleucus Callinicus, 5) Sel. 
Ceraunus, 6) Antiochus the Great, (whom 
Appian calls “6th from Seleucus, who, after 
Alexander, reigned over Asia about the 
Euphrates,” Syr. init.) 7) Seleucus Philopator. 

5 Artaxias was chosen by Porphyry, Haren- 
berg, Rosenmuller, Herzfeld. (Gesch. d. V. 
Isr. i. 424. 

Antiochus the Great, by Junius, Polanus, 
Piscator. 

Seleucus Philopator, by Junius, Polanus, 
Piscator, Broughton, (Works p. 190.) Calmet, 
l’Empereur, Grotius, (Collins) Hitzig. 

Heliodorus, by Calmet, Harenb., Bertholdt, 
Maurer, Hitzig, Leng. Hilgenfeld; (Apok. p, 
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FAILURE TO MAKE OUT THREE KINGS 


these, the Ptolemies would be excluded by the fact, that the three kings 
are of the number of the ten, and that it is senseless to bring the Ptole- 


mies into the line of Syrian kings’. 


One wonders too, what place 1) 


Artaxias, the first of his line, could have here, who in no way belonged 


to the successors of Alexander. 


Once a general, then a Satrap under 


Antiochus, then, by aid of the Romans, an independent king’, he was 
defeated and perhaps taken * by Antiochus, and had to fulfill certain con- 
ditions imposed upon him‘. This, of course, implies that he was set at 
liberty, else he could not have executed them; he was not «prooted, for 


he transmitted his throne to his own descendants °. 


26.) “ will do at a pinch,” (“passt auch noch 
zur noth.”) Herzf. 

Demetrius, by Brought. Emp. Calm. Grot. 
Berth. Maur. Hitz. Leng. Hilg.; “will not do 
in any case.” Herzf. 

Ptolemy Philopator, by Junius, Polanus, 
Piseator, l’Emp. Grot. 

Ptolemy Philometor, by Porph. Brought. 
Harenb. Berth. Ros. Maur. Leng. Hilg.; “ will 
do, but is one of the ‘former horns,’ only if 
Ptolemies belonged to them.” Herzf. 

Ptolemy Physcon, by Porphyry, Rosenmiller. 

1JIn order to connect Ptolemy Philometor 
with Syria, Bertholdt, Lengerke, Davidson 
(Horne, Introd. ii. 909.) have a fable, that “ his 
mother and guardian Cleopatra wished to 
place him on the throne of Syria.” Of this 
there is not a vestige in history. On the 
contrary, Cleopatra maintained friendly rela- 
tions with her brother Ant. Epiphanes until 
her death. Even then his guardians, Eulzeus 
an eunuch, and Lenzeus a Ceele-Syrian slave, 
declared war, not for Syria, but for the old 
eause of strife, Coele-Syria. (Diodorus in 
Mai Scriptt. Vett. ii. '75. 8. Jerome on Dan. xi. 
22. Polyb. xxviii. 19.) A Syrian, perhaps a 
Coele-Syrian, party held aloof from Epiphanes 
at first, but even they took no active mea- 
sures. They were Syrians, whom Antiochus 
won by pretending to pardon. S. Jerome 
says, “Antiochus Epiphanes, to whom the 
dignity of king was not at first given by those 
who in Syria favored Ptolemy; but after- 
ward, by simulating clemency, he obtained 
the kingdom of Syria.” Bertholdt argues 
that “since Philometor obtained the king- 
dom of Syria at the end, (1 Mace. xi. 13. 
Polyb. xl. 1%) there is no doubt that his 
mother destined him for it at the begin- 
ning.” In 1 Mace. it is only said, “at Antioch, 
he set two crowns upon his head, the crown 
of Asia and of Egypt.” Josephus supplies 
the fact, that he did this unwillingly, and 
proceeded, both out of natural moderation 
and for fear of the Romans, to decline the 
kingdom of Syria, and persuaded them to 


Not less marvelous 


accept Demetrius Nicator, the great nephew 
of Epiphanes. (Ant. 13. 4. 7.) This account 
of his unambitious mild temperament coin- 
cides with all his conduct to his brother, and 
the judgment of Polybius. (Hist. fin.) Dio- 
dorus moreover, says that he “did not desire 
the kingdom, but wished to acquire Ceele- 
Syria, and agreed with Demetrius upon com- 
mon action, that Ptolemy should have Cele- 
Syria as his own, and Demetrius his paternal 
kingdom.” in Muller, Fragm. Hist. ii. p. xvi. 
2Strabo’s account is, ‘The Persians and 
Macedonians gained possession of Armenia; 
then those who held Syria and Media; lastly 
Orontes, descended from Hydarnes, one of 
the 7 Persians, was its viceroy; then it was 
divided in two by the generals of Antiochus 
the Great, who warred with the Romans, 
Artaxias and Zariadris; and these ruled it, 
the king entrusting them: when he was 
defeated, they, joining themselves to the 
Romans, were made independent, and were 
entitled kings.” (xi. 14. 15. p. 582. Cas.) 

3 App. Syr. 45, 6. 66. Diodorus says nothing 
of his capture. C. Miller doubts Appian’s 
accuracy in this. S. Jerome says, ‘* We know 
that Antiochus, fought against Artaxias, but 
that he [Artaxias] continued in his ancient 
kingdom.” Appian’s statement, as a proof 
of the prowess of Antiochus, that he took 
Artaxias, even if true, implies that Artaxias 
was not slain, and, if so, his restoration, on 
the sudden death of Antiochus and the econ- 
fusion consequent on it, woutd have followed 
as a matter of course. 

*[Antiochus] “ having conquered him, com- 
pelled him to do what was enjoined.” Diod. 
Fragm. in Muller, Fragm. Hist. Gr. ii. p. x. 
The fragment comes in order, after the men- 
tion of the joint reign of the two Ptolemies, 
Philometor and Physcon, B.C. 170-165, and 
so at the end, not (as Herzfeld) at the begin- 
ning of his reign. 

 Tigranes, (the son-in-law of Mithridates,) 
was his descendant. (Strabo Ib.) His line 
continued until about A. D, 20-30. 


WHO SHOULD BE UPROOTED. Aa 


“ 


are the rest, whether Ptolemies or Seleucidee. 2) Antiochus the Great, 
father of Epiphanes, perished in the attempt to plunder a Persian temple, 
while Epiphanes was a hostage at Rome. 3) Seleucus Philopator was 
poisoned by Heliodorus his treasurer, who wished to seize the crown for 
himself, while Antiochus was returning from Rome, yet not further than 
Athens’. 4) Heliodorus, while “forcing his way to the throne?,” (not as 
yet reigning) was “cast out,” not by Epiphanes, but by Attalus and 
Eumenes, who set Epiphanes on the throne, “courting his favor” against 
the Romans. 5) Demetrius was sent as a hostage to Rome by Seleucus 
Philopator, his father, to replace Epiphanes*; he was not dethroned by 
Epiphanes, but lived to succeed him, murdering his son Antiochus 
Eupator*. 6) Ptolemy Philopator defeated the father of Epiphanes, and 
died while Epiphanes was yet a boy®. 7) Ptolemy Philometor. His 
guardians were defeated by his uncle Epiphanes ; but it was the policy of 
Epiphanes to reign, if he could, over Egypt through his nephew, Philo- 
metor. He kept him therefore prisoner for a short time, “under the 
guise of friendship §,” “ pretending to provide for the boy’s interests.” 
The Alexandrians, however, at once made his brother king, and ex- 
pelled Antiochus. “* Epiphanes profited nothing, for he could not hold 
the kingdom, being rejected by the soldiers of Ptolemy, who restored 
Philometor to liberty.” A boy-king, who falls into an uncle’s hands, is 
treated by him with show of friendship, and is restored at once, within the 
year, by his own people, is neither subdued nor uprooted. All know how 
Popilius protected Egypt against Epiphanes. Philometor survived Anti- 
ochus 18 years; his brother and successor, 8) Euergetes IH. or Physcon, 
survived him 47 years. Instead of bemg uprooted by him, even Philo- 
metor lived to see the line of Epiphanes extinct and his brother’s grand- 
son dependent upon him for restoration to the throne of Syria, and to 
restore him. 


1 App. Syr. 45. Bertholdt and Lengerke before B. C. 217. or have been above 12 at the 


say that Porphyry ascribed the murder of 
his brother to Epiphanes; Porphyry says 
nothing of Antiochus Ep. but that “ Ptolemy 
Epiphanes was plotting [war, not assassina- 
tion] against Seleucus, (quod Seleuco sit 
molitus insidias) and therefore was himself 
poisoned by his captains ;” on occasion of a 
speech, implying that they were his “ waiking 
treasure,” to defray the expenses of the war. 
Diod. in Mai Scriptt. Vett. ii. 71. S. Jerome. 

2 és thv apxnv Bragopuevor. App. Ib. 

8“Seleucus freed his brother Antiochus 
from being hostage to the Romans, giving 
in exchange his own son Demetrius.” App. 
Ib. The change of hostages, after a time, 
was part of the treaty with Rome. 

4 App. Syr. 47. 

5 Ptolemy died B.C. 205. But the eldest 
son of Antiochus was born B.C. 221. (See 
Clinton, Fasti H. ii. 316. n. s.) Epiphanes, who 
was his 5th son, could not haye been born 


12 


death of Ptolemy. 

6 Parcens puero et amicitiam simulans. S. 
Jer. on Dan. xi. 21. 

7Pueri rebus se providere simulans. Ib. 
“He [Antiochus] cutting short the [Rhodian] 
embassador while yet speaking, said, ‘there 
was no need of many words; for the kingdom 
did belong to the elder Ptolemy; that he had 
moreover long been reconciled with him; 
that they were friends; and now, if those in 
the city [Alexandria] wished to bring him 
back, he, Antiochus, was no obstacle.’ And 
so he did.” Polyb. xxviii. end. 

8S. Jer. xi. 27. from Porph. “When Anti- 
ochus had warred against Egypt and taken 
his crown, the Alexandrians committed 
affairs to the younger, and, having chased 
Antiochus, they rescued Philometor, and it 
was called the 12th year of Philometcr, the 
first of Euergetes.” Porph. in Eus. Ann. i. 
239. see further Polyb. xxvii. 17. xxviii. 1.1%. 


178 NEW THEORY AND ITS FAILURE. 


The words of the vision are, before whom three of the first horns were 
plucked up by the roots. In the explanation it is said, he shall be diverse 
from the first, and he shall subdue three kings. Antiochus, degraded as 
he was by his sensuality, had no ordinary talents’. He was a thorough 
dissembler, able to hide his purpose and skillful to execute it; he was 
engaged, throughout his reign, in war and was successful; and yet, asa 
note against these misinterpretations, he wprooted no one king. 

Schemes, so various and so contradictory, could not leave an easy con- 
science. So Rationalism, like a restless sleeper, turned round on the 
other side, and took, so far, the true interpretation, that the ten horns 
were, not kings but kingdoms, and that three of those ten were over- 
thrown. “Iagree,’ Bleek said’, “ with Auberlen, that the ten horns of 
the fourth Empire cannot be meant of ten successive Syrian kings, (as 
Bertholdt, v. Lengerke, Maurer, Hitzig, Delitzsch, think,) nor of kings, 
‘some Syrian some Egyptian, (as Rosenmiiller, &c. and Porphyry of old): 
but rather of the single portions into which the kingdom was divided. 
The mention of the little horn, as arising amidst the ten horns, constrains 
us to conceive of ten kings, or rather kingdoms, existing contempora- 
neously, arising out of the fourth kingdom. I will not deny that this 
occasions a degree of difficulty as to the reference to the successors of 
Alexander, in that Ch. 8. speaks of fowr monarchies as arising out of that 
of Alexander after his death. However, the portions of his kingdom, 
which were formed into independent kingdoms, may have been counted 
in different ways, and so, as ten, according to the generals, who, in the 
partition 323, B.C., obtained the chief provinces.” So then he selected 
ten out of the Satrapies allotted to Alexander’s officers. 

This abandonment of ground, taken up by former impugners of the 
prophecy, is a confession of its untenableness. But the new position is 
as patently untenable as the old. For 1) the division B. C. 328, modified 
B. C. 321, was not of kingdoms at all, but of satrapies in and under a 
nominal kingdom. The memory of Alexander was still respected. His 
weak brother Aridseus was made king, “*on condition that the Alexan- 


17. esp. 19. xxix. 8-11. Jos. Ant. xii. 5. 2. Diod. 
1. ce. Prideaux, Conn. B. 3. A. 173. 171. 169, 8. 
and Clinton, Fasti Hell. iii. 318-21. 386-8. 

1“ He was both energetic (mpaxtixds) and 
worthy of the name of king, save the strata- 
gems as to Pelusium.” (Polyb. xxvii. end.) 
“Antiochus, who held that acquisition by 
war was the strongest and noblest title.” (Id. 
xxxvii. 1.) “He governed Syria and the 
neighboring nations with vigor, having Ti- 


Of his dissimulation Polybius gives a vivid 
picture, after the decisive act of Popilius. 
“The games just over, Tiberius [Gracchus] 
came as embassador, in truth to see how 
things lay. Him Antiochus received so dex- 
trously and friendlily, that Tiberius could 
not suspect any designs, or any appearance 
of soreness on account of what had happened 
at Alexandria, but even condemned those 
who said aught of the kind: and this, on the 


marchus as Satrap in Babylon—he warred 
against Artaxias, king of Armenia, and, 
having taken him, died, leaving a nine-years- 
old boy, Antiochus, to whom the Syrians 
gave the name Eupator, on account of his 
father’s valor. The senate was pleased, that 
Antiochus shewed himself brave in a little 
space, and speedily died.” (App, Syr. 45. 6.) 


ground of the exceeding courtesy of his 
reception. For beside other acts, he gave 
up his palace, nay almost his crown, to the 
embassadors, whereas inwardly he was most 
hostilely disposed to the Romans.” xxxi. 5. 

2 Jahrb. f. Deutsch. Theol. v. pp. 60, 1. 

$ Arrian, in Phot. cod. 92. p. 69. Bek. Dexip- 
pus, in Phot. cod. $2. p. 64. 
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der, whom Roxana was about to bear of Alexander, should, when born, 
reign with him, which also took place as soon as the boy saw the light.” 
Perdiccas was made guardian ; the Satraps were appointed by him, under 
the crown, just as there had been Satraps under Alexander himself}. 
The object of the appointments was, not to increase but to lessen the 
power of those appointed, removing them to a safe distance’, and 
separating them. Some of the more distant satrapies were continued to 
the self-same persons. “* No one at this moment talked of dividing the 
empire. Perdiccas, profiting by the weakness of Arideus, had deter- 
- mined to leave to him nothing more than the imperial name, and to 
engross for himself the real authority. Still, however, in his disputes with 
the other chiefs, he represented the imperial family and the integrity of 
the empire, contending against severalty and local independence.” So 
again at the re-arrangement, B.C. 321, at Triparadisus in Syria. It 
was still done in the names of the kings. “* Antipator made a second 
distribution of the Satrapies of the empire, somewhat modified, but coin- 
ciding in the main with that which had been drawn up shortly after the 
death of Alexander.” Perdiccas, Antipater, Polysperchon, were succes- 
sively guardians of the weak or infant representatives of Alexander. 
They held nominally the one empire, until the murder of Alexander 
/Egus, B.C. 310. The remaining years until the battle of Issus, B.C. 301, 
were spent in a struggle, whether any general of Alexander should suc- 
ceed to his universal empire. The struggle was not between satrapies 
but between talented generals. 
2) Even of these satrapies there was no division into ten. Justin, repre- 
senting pre-Christian authority *, mentions twenty-eight®; all, who speak 


of that division, agree in the great outlines. 


1See Grote, Greece, xii. 321-3. 

2“ He proclaimed as Satraps those whom 
he suspected.” Arr. 1. ¢. 

8 Grote, xii. 431. 4Ib. pp. 454, 5. 

5 Trogus Pompeius was about 20, B.C. (see 
Smith, Biogr. Dict. v. Justinus.) Diodorus 
probably soon after B.C. 8. (see Ib. v. Dio- 
dorus.) 

6 The distribution of the Satrapies, accord- 
ing to Justin, (xiii. 4.) Diodorus, (xviii. 3, 4.) 
Arrian, (in Phot. Cod. 92. p. 69. Bek.) Q. Cur- 
tius, (x. 30. end of his work,) Dexrppus, (in 
Phot. cod. 82. p. 64, who, Photius says, here 
as elsewhere mostly agrees with Arrian,) 
was, as follows, 

1 Macedonia and Greece, Antipater. (Justin.) 
The parts beyond Thrace, to the Illyrians, Tri- 

' balli and Agriani, Macedoma, Epirus, and all 
the Greeks. Craterus and Antipater. (Arrian.) 

2 Egypt, part of Africa and of Arabia; (J. 
Diod.) Egypt and Libya and parts of Arabia, 

“bordering on Egypt; (Arr.) Egypt and the 
nations of Africa in its domain; (Curt.) Egypt 
and Libya and the parts beyond, bordering on 
Egypt; (Dex.) Ptolemy Lagi. all. 


3 Syria, Laomedon. J. Di. A. De. with Phoe- 
nicia, C. 

4 Cilicia, Philotas. all. 

4 Illyrti, Philo. J. 

5 Media greater, Atropatus. J. Di. 
Python. Di. A. C. De. 

6 Media lesser, father in law of Perdiccas. J. 

7 Susiana, Scynus. J. 

8 Phrygia greater, Antigonus. J.; with 9, 
Di. A. C. De. 

9 Syria and Pamphyha, Nearchus. J. 


Media, 


10 Caria, Cassander, J. A. C. Asandros. 
Di. De. 
11 Lydia, Menander, J. A. C. De. Melea- 
ger. Di. 


12 Phrygia lesser (on the Hellespont, Di. A. C. 
De.) Leonatus. all. 

13 Thrace and countries on Euame, Lysi- 
machus. J. Di. A. 

14 Cappadocia, Paphlagonia, (J.) and all the 
adjounng countries (Di.) and all bordering on 
the Euxine to Trapezus, (A. De.) and to subdue 
ali to Trapezus, (C) Eumenes. all. 

15, 16,17. Bactria the farther, and countries of 
India, their former prefects retained. J, 
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8) In the arbitrary selection of ten, not the “chief provinces ” but chief 
individuals of Alexander’s generals have been chosen. Of the countries 
which Alexander ruled, and which were held by Satraps in that first dis- 
tribution, this selection of ten includes Macedonia, Greece, Thrace, Les- 
ser Phrygia on the Hellespont, Greater Phrygia (and as some say, 
Pamphylia and Syria) Caria, Lydia, Cappadocia, Paphlagonia, Syria, 
Palestine, Media, Egypt. It omits, anyhow, the Eastern portion of the 
Empire, Mesopotamia, Babylonia, Persia, Susiana, Parthia, Sogdiana, 
Carmania, Hyrcania, Aria, Drangiana, Arachosia, Gedrosia, Bactria, Paro- 
pamisus, and the countries under the Caucasus, India; and even Cilicia, 
perhaps Illyria; held, as these were, under fifteen or sixteen Satraps. 
Yet of these, Babylonia was the centre, whence the kingdom of the 
Seleucidee took its rise. 

In utter hopelessness then, one of the last of these critics declares “ten” 
to be a “tround number” “for the many larger and lesser kingdoms 
which were formed out of what Alexander left behind him.” Only, no 
such kingdoms were formed; and ten kingdoms would be a strange “round 
number” for twenty-eight satrapies. On this theory Daniel, when he speaks 
of “four kingdoms” into which Alexander’s empire was to be divided, is 
to mean what he says, the “four kingdoms” of his successors; but when 
he speaks of the “ten kingdoms” of the 4th empire, he is to mean, not 
“ten kingdoms” but 28 Satrapies; and when he says, that three of the 
ten kingdoms are to be uprooted, he is to mean, not kingdoms or satrapies, 


but three kings”. 


15 Paropamisii and borders of Mount Cauca- 
sus, [Indian,] Oxyartes (king of Bactria Di.) 
J. Di. De. 

16 Lands between Hydaspes and Indus, Tax- 
iles. J. Porus. De. 

17 Therest of India, his own kingdom, Taxiles. 
De. Porus. Di. 

18 Colonies founded among Indi, Pithon. J. De. 

19 Arachosiiand Gedrosi, Sibyrtius. J. Di. De. 

20 Drancce and Arians, Stasanor. J. Di. De. 

21 Bactrians, Amyntas. J. 

22 Sogdiani, Philip. J. De. with 23 Di. Dexip- 


pus, (in Photius’ text,) assigns them a 2d - 


time, to Scopas. 

23 Parthians, Stagnor. J. 

24 Hyrcanians, Phrataphernes, J. together 
with 26, Di. Radaphernes. De. 

25 Carmanians, Tleptolemus, J. Tlepolemus, 
Di. Neoptolemus. De. 

26 Persians, Peucestes. J. Di. De. 

27 Babylonia, Archon, J. Di. Seleucus. De. 

28 Mesopotamia, Arcesilaus, J. Di. Arche- 
laus. De. 

“Many also remained undistributed [i.e. 
to Greek Generals] under their native rulers, 
as they were appointed by Alexander.” A. 
“Those who were over India, the Bactri, and 
Sogdiani, and the other inhabitants either of 


As to these three kings, who are to have been uprooted 


the Ocean or Red Sea, were to retain the 
right of rule in the bounds which each 
had.” C. 

1 Herzfeld, Gesch. Isr. i. 425. 

2 Herzfeld, i. 424. Bleek, (p. 68. note) yet 
more marvelously, makes the “little horn” 
to be at once Seleucus Nicator, the most 
powerful of Alexander’s generals and the 
founder of the kingdom of the Seleucide; 
“and also Antiochus Epiphanes who, accord- 
ing tothe horizon of the vision and of the 
book generally, appears as the last ruler of 
the Seleucide.” And yet, since Bleek’s Daniel 
was to have survived Epiph., he would have 
lived under his son Eupator at least. The 
“horizon of prophecy” might, of course, be 
at any distance, without implying that such 
was the end of the Empire, anv more than 
the visible horizon is of the world. It is the 
utmost point of vision, given supernaturally 
tothe prophet. But it is absurd to represent 
a contemporary as speaking of one as the 
last of his line, of whom he knew, that he 
was not the last of his line. Bleek also 
maintained, that the little horn of ch. 8. and 
ch. 7. was to be the same, and yet he was to 
be two individuals, separated by 105 years, 
one of whom was to overthrow three king- 
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by Antiochus, the later rationalist criticism has concentrated itself upon 
four, out of which to select them, although not more than three persons 
are found to agree as to the same three. They are, Seleucus Philopator, 
poisoned while Antiochus was returning from Rome; Heliodorus, who 
never reigned ; Demetrius, who was never dispossessed, but who did reign 
afterward; and Ptolemy Philometor, who never ceased to reign and who 
survived Antiochus and his house. And this is to be consistent harmonious 
literal interpretation of Holy Scripture! Such interpreters can hardly 
believe themselves. 

The negative evidence then, that no scheme can be made out, whereby 
the four Empires, portrayed to Daniel, can be brought within the limits 
of the times before Antiochus Epiphanes, coincides with the previous 
direct evidence that the fourth empire is the Roman. For the Roman 
was the next world-empire which succeeded the Greek in Alexander and 
his successors. 

Men will hardly turn round and say, that, in the times of Antiochus 
Epiphanes, it could have been foreseen that the Roman commonwealth, 
with its annually changing Consuls, would become a kingdom, and that, 
a kingdom of the world. Men’s consciences will surely hardly allow 
them. All these various strivings by Porphyry and his recent followers, 
to make the four empires end with Alexander’s successors, bear witness 
to their conviction, that it was beyond human sagacity, within any time 
which could be assigned to the book of Daniel, to predict the Roman 
Empire. Else they would not have invented so many farfetched and con- 
tradictory ways of excluding it. 

But look at its state, 164, B.C. the year when Antiochus Epiphanes 
died. A generation only (87 years) had passed since the close of the old 
Punic war, when the war had been carried to its own gates; Carthage, 
its rival, still stood over against it. It was felt by Romans to be a formid- 
able foe. Witness the “delenda est Carthago,” and the unscrupulous 
policy adopted in encouraging the aggressions of Masinissa. Enriched 
by the commerce of the West, Carthage was recovering its resources, and 
fell through its intestine divisions. Egypt and Antiochus had lately 
mustered powerful armies: Perseus, king of Macedonia, had been but 
recently defeated, and might have repelled the Romans, but for his 
timidity and avarice. They had defeated Antiochus the Great, and, by 
their enormous fine for the expenses of the war, had crippled him. But, 
true to their policy of dividing and conquering, supporting the weak 
whom they feared not against the strong whom they feared, they had 
diminished the empires, which were their rivals, by giving a portion of 
their possessions to the weaker, to be taken at their own will hereafter. 


doms (which he did not,) and the rest of 
the character was to be filled up by the 
other. And the three horns, which the 
“little horn” uprooted at the last, are to be 
Antigonus, (whom Nicator defeated, not 
alone, but in alliance with Ptolemy Lagi and 


Lysimachus,) and then Ptolemy and Lysi- 
machus, the Diadochi, with whom he united 
in parting Alexander’s empire. Ptolemy 
restored Seleucus to his satrapy, but was 
never even at war with him, and survived 
him. 
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Who should foresee that all these nations should remain blinded by their 
avarice; that common fear should never bind them in one; that they 
should never see, until their own turn came, that Rome used her instru- 
ments successively, and flung each aside, and found some excuse of 
quarrel against each, as soon as she had gained her end? The absence 
of any such fear on any side shews how little human wisdom could then 
foresee the world-empire, which as yet existed only in the embryo; and 
which the nations, whom Rome in the end subdued, were, in God’s Provi- 
dence, the unwilling, unconscious, blinded, instruments of forming. To 
us it seems inconceivable that no experience should have opened men’s 
eyes, until it was too late. Each helped in turn to roll round the wheel, 
which crushed himself. 

Rome had at that time (B. C. 164.) no territory East or, except Sicily, 
South of Italy. Masinissa held the throne of Numidia; Rome had not a 
foot of ground in Africa. In Spain, she only held so much as had before 
been in the power of Carthage, the Western and Southern Provinces, now 
Catalonia, Valencia, Murcia, Andalusia, Grenada: two centuries almost 
elapsed before it was finally reduced. Gaul and Germany were almost 
unknown couniries. Even Cis-Alpine Gaul had not been formally made 
a Roman Province; Venetia was friendly; Carniola unsubdued; Istria 
recently subdued; (B.C. 177.) Illyricum had been divided into three, yet 
left nominally free. The Battle of Pydna had destroyed the kingdom of 
Macedon four years before, (B.C. 168.) but it seemed as if Rome knew not 
how to appropriate territory. It took nothing which it could not at once 
consolidate. Macedonia was only divided into four independent Repub- 
lics. The territory which Rome required Antiochus to cede, it gave to 
Eumenes: Lycia and Caria, which it’ took from the Rhodians, it made 
independent. 

Such was the impenetrable mask which it wore; everywhere profess- 
ing to uphold the weak and maintain justice; everywhere unjust, as soon as 
the time came; setting free in order to enslave; aiding, in order to oppress. 

But we have two Jewish documents, the one probably a little after the 
death of Antiochus Epiphanes, the other not later than the death of John 
Hyrcanus, (B.C. 105,) which shew two very different aspects of the Jewish 
mind toward the Romans, the one in Alexandria, the other in Palestine. 
Yet in neither is there the slightest apprehension of Roman greatness. 

The 8d Sibylline book is now generally held to be the work of a Jew in 
the time of Antiochus Epiphanes’. It threatens unhesitatingly, that all 
the evils which had been done by the Romans to Asia should be requited 
with usury upon them. 

‘2 What wealth soe’er Rome hath received from tributary Asia, Asia 
shall again receive thrice-told from ee and shall requite to her her 
baleful insolence. And how many soe’er from Asia have waited in the 
houses of Italians, twenty-fold as many Italians shall be serfs in Asia, and 
shall incur payment ten thousand fold. ‘ 


1See Lect. vi. 2 Orac. Sibyll. iii. 2 3. vv. 350-64. T. 1. pp. 123, 4. ed. Alex. 
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“O delicate, o’er-wealthy, virgin daughter of Latin Rome, often intoxi- 
cated by thy much-wooed bridals, a servant thou, thou shall not be es- 
poused in the world. Oft shall thy mistress shear thy delicate locks, and, 
executing vengeance, shall cast things from heaven to earth, and from 
earth again shall lift them up to heaven, because mortals were entangled 
in a wicked and unjust life. And Rome shall be rume, (a street.)” 

The first book of the Maccabees, on the other hand, relates the simple 
unsuspecting trust, which Judas Maccabeeus had in the Romans in the 
reign of Demetrius, son of Antiochus Epiphanes, as if they were wholly 
unambitious, conquering only, when assailed. ‘“!Now Judas had heard 
of the fame of the Romans, that they were mighty and valiant men and 
such as would lovingly accept all that joined themselves unto them, and 
made a league of amity with all that came to them; and that they were 
men of great valor—Beside, how they destroyed and brought under 
their dominion all other kingdoms and isles that at any time resisted 
them; but with their friends and such as relied upon them they kept 
amity, and that they had conquered kingdoms both far and nigh, inso- 
much as all who heard of their name were afraid of them ;—yet for all 
this none of them wore a crown or was clothed with purple to be magni- 
fied thereby; moreover, how they had made for themselves a senate- 
house, wherein 820 men sat in council daily consulting alway for the 
people, to the end they might be well-ordered, and that they committed 
their government to one man every year, who ruled over all their coun- 
try, and that all were obedient to that one, and that there was neither 
envy nor emulation among them.” 

The immediate result of Judas’ application to the Romans was a mere 
defensive alliance between the Romans and their confederates on the one 
side, and the Jews on the other, couched in terms of studied equality’; 
and a message to the Jews, that the Romans had written to Demetrius; 
“3 Why hast thou made thy yoke heavy upon our friends and confeder- 
ates the Jews? If therefore they complain any more against thee, we 
will do them justice, and fight with thee by sea and by land.” 

The writer of the book of Maccabees had as yet had no reason to think 
this simple kind-hearted judgment of Judas Wrong. Rome, although 
powerful, had, as yet, given no grounds to apprehend its ambition. The 
facts coincide with the instinct of Porphyry and his followers, that no one 
could have anticipated, in the days of Antiochus, that Rome would 
become the empress of the world. He then who foretold 1t must have 
had, on this ground also, a Divine foreknowledge. 


11 Mace. viii. 1, 2. 11, 12, 14-16. 2 Ib. 22-30. 3 Ib. 31, 2. 


LECTURE IV. 


The prophecy of the 70 weeks and of the Death of the Messiah, and the 
attenupts to make the 70 weeks end with Antiochus Epiphanes. 


In the first year of Darius, the term of the Captivity was, according to the 
prophecy of Jeremiah, all but come. Babylon was conquered; the cap- 
tors of God’s people were captives; but their own bonds were not broken. 
For the term, although all but come, was not ended. It was one of those 
seasons of breathless expectation, by which God teaches to man intense 
dependence upon Himself. Deliverance was at the door; the deliverer 
was come, but there was no token of deliverance. God had revealed the 
future through, or to, Daniel. But what was within the reach of man’s 
powers, He left to the exercise of those powers. So Daniel sought to learn 
the term of the Captivity, where God had revealed it, in the prophecy of 
Jeremiah. TI understood, he says', by the Scriptures the number of the years, 
which the word of the Lord was to Jeremiah the Prophet to fulfill as to the deso- 
lations of Jerusalem, seventy years. And he set himself to do that which 
Jeremiah foretold that they should then do. ? After seventy years shall be 
accomplished at Babylon, I will visit you, and perform My good word toward 
you, m causing you to return to this place—Then shall ye call upon Me and 
shall go and pray unto Me, and I will hearken unto you. On that deep fervid 
prayer, in which Daniel, adoring God’s judgment and mercy, confessing 
his own sins and the sins of his people, besieged God, as it were, to have 
mercy upon His holy city, His people, His sanctuary which was desolate, 
God anew uplifted the veil which lay upon futurity. 

The prophecy of the 70 weeks defined much more closely the period of 
the Coming of the Messiah, of which the two visions of the four empires 
had already given an outline. Daniel had himself survived the first Em- 
pire, and seen the dawn of the second. In the fourth, He, like a Son of 
man, Was promised. But would those 2d and 8d Empires be as brief as 
the first? Would two successive lives, long as his own, see the rising of 
that fourth empire, in which He was to come? Would He, a Prince of 
peace, as Isaiah had prophesied, come to be a shelter amid the terrific 
power of the fourth Empire, which, in the end, He was to break in pieces? 
Such thoughts could not but occupy the mind of Daniel at that crisis of 
the fortunes of his people, and the passing away of the first of the three 


1jix. 2. in reference, in the words too, to Jer. xxy. 11, 12. 2 Jer. xxix. 10, 12. 
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world-empires interposed before the establishment of that, in which the 
Redeemer was to come. The answer embraces those thoughts, but goes 
beyond them. Daniel had prayed for his people and his holy city. In 
harmony with that revelation of a world-embracing kingdom, but not of 
this world, contained in the visions of the four empires, Daniel’s mind is 
carried beyond his own people, his holy city and the visible sanctuary. 
The temporary restoration of the city is promised, but in strait of times; 
the restoration of the temple and of sacrifice are implied, since they were 
anew to cease and to be destroyed. But the prophecy went beyond all 
things visible, both in what it promised and in what it took away. Te} 
promised forgiveness of sins, everlasting righteousness, a Messiah, Who 
was to be cut off and yet to confirm a covenant. It took away ali things 
visible, on which, as images of that which was to come, they had hitherto 
rested. It took away all which was local and visible; for He, the Mes: 
siah, was to make all sacrifice to cease and city and temple were to be an 
abiding desolation. A definite period, counted by sevens of years, is 
assigned, within which this purpose of God was to be accomplished. 

The period, which should elapse before the Coming of Christ, is fixed as 
nearly, we suppose, as it could be, without destroying man’s free-agency. 
Man was still to be on his trial, whether he would reject God. God, in 
revealing the future, still preserves unimpaired His own great law of His 
creatures’ free-agency. Our redemption was to be wrought by the Death 
of our Redeemer at His creatures’ hands. He was the Lamb slain from 

~~ the foundation of the world. All sacrifice foreshewed His Death; David? 
and Isaiah * had foretold it; and now it was again to be foretold through 
Daniel. Perhaps it would have been impossible for man to have fulfilled 
this, which lay in the counsels of God, had he known what he was doing; 
or, if he had, the sin would have been irremediable. Jesus pleads it, as a 
ground of forgiveness, that His executioners knew not what they did‘. 
We are told of those who stirred up their passions, ° had they known it, they 
would not have crucified the Lord of glory. It may be, that, on these 
grounds, He did not declare, so that it should be certainly known before- 
hand, the precise year when the Messiah should come and should be cut 
off. But He intimated that time with sufficient nearness, to create the 
expectation which did arise, to awaken men’s minds, to predispose them 
to listen and to obey. What He does, He does not unprepared. 

The interval, which God assigned, had an evident reference to the 70 
years of the captivity. That number had a bearing on the broken sab- 
baths, in punishment of which Moses had foretold that the land should 
enjoy her sabbaths® in the captivity of his people. Seventy years were the 
term of their captivity; seven times seventy years was to be the main 
sum of their new period of probation, in the possession of their land and 
of their restored city. The date, whence those 490 years began, is de- 
scribed, not absolutely laid down. But it is described in words which 


1 Rey. xiii. 8. 4S. Luke xxiii. 34. 
2Ps, xl. 8 Ts. liii. 51 Cor. ii. 8. 6 Ley. xxvi. 34. 
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leave no large or uncertain margin, ‘from the going forth of a command- 
ment to restore and rebuild Jerusalem unto Messiah the prince. Above three 
thousand years had flowed by before; above two thousand years have 
flowed away since. The event, which was to change and regenerate mil- 
lions upon millions, was fixed beforehand, within some surplus upon 490 
years. The choice of the form of prophecy was itself prophetic. Greek 
and Latin philosophers too, (probably from some real mysterious connec- 
tion of the number with the development of man’s frame,) have known 
of “weeks of years?.” To the Hebrew, the 7 times 7 spoke of that recur- 
ring Jubilee year, when all debts were released, slavery was ended, every 
one was restored to all the inheritance which had, during the halfcen- 
tury, been forfeited; slight, joyous, ever-recurring picture of the restora- 
tion, for which all creation yearned and groaned. There could not be any 
ambiguity to the people’s mind. The period could not be “70 weeks of 
days,” i. e. a year and about 4 months. The events are too full for it. 
Seven weeks, (to go no further,) was no period in which to rebuild the 
city. It remained then to understand it, according to a key which God 
had given’, of a sevenfold period of years. 

The decree spoken of was doubtless meant of a decree of God, but to 
be made known through His instrument, man, who was to effectuate it. 
The commandment went forth* from God, like that, at which, Gabriel had 
just said, using the same idiom, he himself came forth to Daniel. But as 
the one was fulfilled through Gabriel, so the other remained to be fulfilled 
through the Persian monarch, in whose hands God had left, for the time, 
the outward disposal of His people. In themselves, the will and decrees 
of God are in all eternity; but His immutable decree seems then to go 
forth, when He, in Whose hands are all things, so disposes men’s wills, 
that it comes into effect. But, since there was no decree at all in favor 
of the Jews before Cyrus B. C. 5836, it might be startling enough to one who 
does not yet believe in prophecy, that, even from Cyrus, the 490 years 
come within forty-six years of our Lord’s Birth; and that, although there 


1 Dan. ix. 25. 
2“ Which some of the poets have said, who 
measure age Tats ¢BSonacr, by the sevenfolds.” 


who have measured human life by hebdo- 
mades. For that,almost after every seventh 
year, there is some new development. As 


Aristotle (quoted Liddell and Scott. v. ¢88.). 
“Heraclitus and the Stoies say, that man’s 
perfection begins about the second 7th.” 
Plut. de plac. Phil. v. 23. (ib.). Censorinus 
mentions the opinions of many who so 
counted ; “Solon makes ten parts of human 
life, so that each age should have seven 
years. To these 10 hebdomades of Solon, 
Staseas the Peripatetic added two, and said 
that the space of a full life was 84 years. 
Varro mentions that in the Etruscan books 
of the Fates the age of man is described by 
12 hebdomades, in that it could be protracted 
to 12 times 7 years, by deprecating the fated 
period through sacred rites.—Of all these, 
they seem to have come nearest to nature, 


you may see in Solon’s elegy. For he says 
that in the first seven the teeth are shed ; in 
the second, &e. In the 2d hebdomas how- 
ever, or at the beginning of the 3d, the voice 
becomes thicker and unequal.—Physicians 
too, and philosophers have written much as 
to these hebdomades.—Some say that those 
years are most to be observed which are 
made up of 3 hebdomades, i.e. the 21st, 42d, 
and 63d. The 63d is made of 9 hebdomades, 
or 7enneads.” de Die Nat.c.4. “ Varro adds, 
that he too had entered the 12th hebdomas 
of life, and, up to that day, had written 70 
hebdomades of books.” Gell, Noet. Att. ii. 10, 
8 Bzek. iv. 5, 6. 


ix. 23. 27 NY? 25. 127 NY} JD. 
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were four different edicts, from which the 490 years might begin, these 
too admit of no vague coincidence. They do but yield four definite dates. 
There is a distance of 90 years from the 1st of Cyrus to the 20th of 
Artaxerxes Longimanus, but the dates within those 90 years, from which 


the prophecy could seem to be fulfilled, are only four. 


Those dates are, 


1) The first year of Cyrus!, B.C. 536; 2) The third year of Darius Hys- 
taspes, B.C. 518, when he removed the hindrances to the rebuilding of 
the temple’, interposed by Pseudo-Smerdis*; 3) The commission to Ezra 
in the 7th year of Artaxerxes Longimanus, B.C. 4574; 4) That of Nehe- 


1 Ezr. i. 1-4. vi. 3-5. 

2Ezr. vi. 1-12. Zerubbabel and Shealtiel, 
encouraged by Haggai and Zechariah, re- 
sumed the building of the temple in the 
second year of Darius; (Ear. iv. 24, v.1, 2.) 
they were accused to Darius, (v. 3-end) and 
thereon they received the decree, which 
would be in the next year. 

3 The grounds for identifying Artaxerxes 
(Ezra iv. 7, 11, 23.) with Pseudo-Smerdis are; 1) 
the enemies of the Jews seem to have sent to 
each successive king of Persia. They hired 
counselors in the days of Cyrus. (iv. 5.) They 
accused the Jews in the days of Ahasuerus. 
(iv. 6.) They wrote to Artaxerxes, (iv. 7, &c.) 
and subsequently to Darius. (v. 6 sqq.) But 
Darius being Darius Hystaspes, the two inter- 
vening names can be no other than Cambyses 
and Pseudo-Smerdis. Ezra, who mentions 
them, says that the temple was finished in 
the 6th year of Darius, (vi. 15.) and so, before 
Artaxerxes Longimanus. 2) Pseudo-Smerdis 
wasa religious persecutor, destroying temples 
and worship. (Behistun Inscr. ec. i. par. 14. in 
Rawl. Herod. ii. 595.) 3) We know that Darius 
undid acts of the usurper, (Ib.) and this is 
more likely than that kings of Persia should 
reverse their own formal acts, (which were 
held sacro-sanct, from the relation in which 
they were supposed to stand to Ormuzd,) or 
those of their predecessors. Both names, 
Ahasuerus (i. q. Xerxes, see Ges. Thes. vy. 
WINWTIN p.75.) and Artaxerxes, were names 
of honor. 

4 T have adhered to the authoritative Chron- 
clogy of the reigns of Xerxes and Artaxerxes. 
Diodorus (xi. 69.) says that Xerxes was mur- 
dered by Artabanus, after reigning more 
than 20 years, when Lysitheus was Archon at 
Athens. Ol. 78.4. B. ©. 465. “ According to the 
Canon, he died N.\E. 283, i.e. after Dec. 17. 
B.C. 466, and before Dec. 17. B.C. 465, which 
coincides with the year of Lysitheus.” Clin- 
ton. (Fast. Hell. B.C. 465.) Eusebius agrees 
with this. Manetho also assigns the same 
jength to the reign of Xerxes, 21 years, 
(quoted by Africanus ap. Syncell. p. 75. D. 
Clinton, F. H. ¢. 18. ii. 380. note.) This Jength 


of reign corresponds with the dates assigned 
to his father Darius, and to Artaxerxes, to 
whom 41 years are given by Manetho, (Ib.) 40 
by Diodorus, (Ib. and xi. 69.) which agrees 
with Thucydides, (iv. 50.) who mentions his 
death in the Archonship of Stratocles B.C. 
42%. (Clinton, p. 380.) The accession of 
Artaxerxes after the seven months of the 
assassin Artabanus would fall in the middle 
of 464, B.C. For, (as Dean Goode has kindly 
pointed out to me) it is clear, from the sequel 
of the months in Neh. i. ii. Ezr. vii. 7-9, that 
Chisleu fell earlier in the year of fiis reign 
than Nisan, and Nisan than Ab. (July, Aug.) 
Then the reign of Artaxerxes must have 
begun between Ab and Chisleu (Nov. Dec.) 
464 B.C., and the Edict, in his 7th year, in 
accordance with which Ezra and his colony 
set out in Nisan, must have been at the end 
of 458 or the beginning of 457. See Goode’s 
Warb. Lect. pp. 287, 8. 

The difficulties, raised by Kriiger and 
insisted on by Hengstenberg, (Christol. ili. 
167-179.) relate to Greek Chronology chiefly, 
in that Themistocles arrived at the court of 
Persia when Artaxerxes had recently come 
to the throne, (Thue. i. 137.) and addressed 
his letter to him. (Ib.) But it is said that 
there are too few events to fill up the time 
from Platzea B. C. 479, to B. C. 465, and, specifi- 
cally, that Themistocles, whose flight followed 
immediately on the death of Pausanias, 
passed by the Athenian fleet, while besieging 
Naxos. (Thue. i. 137.) But, it is alleged, that 
Pausanias was so precipitate, that the dis- 
covery of his treasonable correspondence is 
not likely to have been delayed until B.C. 
466, and that Diodorus places the victories of 
the Eurymedon, which were later than that 
of Naxos, B.C. 470. (xi. 60, 1.) But, first, as 
to Pausanias, although in the first instance, 
‘his conceit, at the prospect of Persian great- 
ness, absurdly betrayed him, (Thue. i, 130.) 
there is no reason that he should not have 
learned experience, after he had been twice 
sent for to Sparta for trial. (Thue. i. 131, 133.) 
He must have had prolonged communica- 
tions with Artabanus, since the suspicions of 
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miah, in the 20th year of the same Artaxerxes, B.C. 444. These would 
give, at the close of the 490 years, respectively, the end of 46, B.C. 28, 


B. C. 33, A.D. 46, A.D. 


But further, of these four, two only are principal and leading decrees ; 
that of Cyrus, and that in the seventh year of Artaxerxes Longimanus. 


the bearer of the last letter were aroused by 
the fact, that “no one of the messengers 
before him had returned,” they having, in 
fact, been put todeath at the request of 
Pausanias. At Sparta, moreover, where he 
was of course watched, greater precautions 
were absolutely necessary. He had betrayed 
himself, when at a distance, in Thrace, at 
Byzantium and Colone of Troy. (Thuc. i. 
130, 1.) Diodorus also (xi. 54, 5.) placed the 
ostracism of Themistucles, at the earliest, in 
the Archonship of Praxiergus; (Ol. 77. 2. B.C. 
4734) but Pausanias did not open his plans to 
Themistocles until after this time, when 
Themistocles was in exile at Argos. (Plu- 
tarch, Them. c. 23.) The sojourn also of 
Themistocles at Argos was of long duration, 
since itis said, that “ he had his abode there, 
but visited repeatedly (émeport@v) the rest of 
Peloponnesus.” (Thue. i. 135.) This agrees 
with the time ordinarily assigned to his flight, 
after that the Lacedsemonians, upon the con- 
viction and death of Pausanias, had de- 
manded that he should be brought to public 
trial, viz. 466, two years before the accession 
of Artaxerxes B. C. 464. 

The date of the siege of Naxos is proxi- 
mately determined by the expedition against 
Thasos which followed after the battle of 
Eurymedon, which itself was subsequent to 
that of Naxos. For the expedition against 
Thasos was simultaneous with the attempt to 
settle 10,000 Athenians and their allies at 
what became Amphipolis; (Thue. i. 100.) but 
this attempt was 32 years after the like 
destruction of those led by Aristagoras of 
Miletus. (Ib. iv. 102.) But his attempt was in 
the 3d year of the Ionian war, B.C. 497. (See 
Clinton, F. H. A. 497. 465. and T. ii. p. 317. ¢. 9. 
Amphipolis.) The revolt of Thasos then was 
in 465, and the siege of Naxos may very prob- 
ably haye been in the preceding year. It is 
by an evident oversight, that Diodorus, hav- 
ing put together the victories of Cimon, from 
Bion which was reduced at last by famine 
(Her. vii. 107.) to the victories at Eurymedon 
(as he had, just before, the history of The- 
mistocles,) stated that they took place in one 
year. (xi. 63.) Probably it was the date only 
of the reduction of Seyros. (Grote, v. 410. 
note.) The hints of Thucydides and Hero- 
dotus suggest, (as Grote first pointed out,) a 
large series of events between B. C. 477, the 


beginning of Athenian ascendency, and B. C. 
465, ample to fill up the period; viz. the 
reduction of fortresses held by the Persians; 
the gradual change of the Athenian “ head- 
ship” (hegemony) to “rule;” the decline 
of the Delian synod; the change made, at 
the wish of the allies, when tired of active 
service, from personal service to contribu- 
tions in money and, ultimately, to tribute ; 
implying also a period of naval and military 
service on the part of the Athenians, which 
obtained to them that ascendency. LEion, 
Scyros, Carystos, Naxos were the scenes of 
events, which were but specimens only of a 
large whole. (See Grote, Greece, ec. 45 pp. 390- 
415.) Doriscus, when Herodotus wrote, had 
repeatedly been besieged, and as yet in vain. 
(Her. vii. 106. Rawl. iy. 93. note 1.) 

Further, Justin (iii. 1.) represents Artaba- 
nus, as unapprehensive about Artaxerxes, 
being “quite a boy” (puer admodum) and, 
on that ground, feigning that Xerxes had 
been murdered by his other son Darius, who 
was a youth. It is said to be improbable, that 
Artaxerxes should be thus young, if his 
father had reigned 2l years. But Justin con- 
tradicts himself. For, in the same place he 
speaks of Artaxerxes as ‘Sa youth,” (adol- 
escens) and ascribes to him the rapid coun- 
sel and the strength of one matured. Arta- 
xerxes, he says, on learning the treason of 
Artabanus, ordered a review of the army the 
next day, in which the skill which each had 
in arms should be tried; and when Artabanus 
came armed to it, he proposed to him to 
change his breastplate with him, (his own, he 
pretended, being too short,) and then, when 
he had taken it off, thrust him through with 
his sword, and had his sons apprehended. 

These are the only weighty objections 
alleged. They have not made any impres- 
sion on our English writers who have treated 
of Grecian history. I have considered them, 
out of respect to Hengstenberg, whv attaches 
much weight to them, and so assumes as the 
terminus a quo B. C. 455, being, as he thinks, 
the 20th year of Artaxerxes, but, according 
to the usual Chronology, his 9th year. His 
era differs then only by 2 years from that 
which I have adopted, after Prideaux. (Con- 
nection, ii. 14 sqq.) It is also preferred by a 
Lap. ad loe. and, of older writers, by Aquinas 
in Dan. Opp. T. xviii. p. 37. 
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For that of the 20th year of Artaxerxes is but an enlargement and 
renewal of his first decree; as the decree of Darius confirmed that of 
Cyrus. The decrees of Cyrus and Darius relate to the rebuilding of the 
temple; those of Artaxerxes to the condition of Judah and Jerusalem. 

- But the decree of Darius was no characteristic decree. It did but sup- 
port them in doing, what they were already doing without it. 

The decree of Artaxerxes was of a different character. The temple was 
now built. So the decree contains no grant for its building, like those of 
Cyrustand Darius®. Ezra thanks God that “*He had put it into the 
king’s heart, to beautify (not, to build) the house of the Lord in Jeru- 
salem.” On the other hand, the special commission of Ezra, was‘ to 
enquire concerning Judah and Jerusalem, according to the law of thy God, 
which is in thy heart, and to set magistrates and judges, which may judge all 
the people that are beyond the river. These magistrates had power of life 
and death, banishment, confiscation, Imprisonment, conferred upon 
them®. It looks as if the people were in a state of disorganization. Ezra 
had full powers to settle it according to the law of his God, having absolute 
authority in ecclesiastical and civil matters. The little colony which he 
took with him, of 1683 males (with women and children, some 8400 
souls) was itself a considerable addition to those who had before returned, 
and involved a rebuilding of Jerusalem. This rebuilding of the city and 
reorganization of the polity, begun by Ezra and carried on and perfected 
by Nehemiah, corresponds with the words in Daniel, From the going forth 
of acommandment to restore and to build Jerusalem. 

The term also corresponds. Unto Messiah the Prince, shall be seven 
weeks and threescore and two weeks, i.e. the first 483 years of the period, the 
last 7 being parted off. But 483 years from the beginning of B.C. 457 
were completed at the beginning of* 27 A.D. which (since the Nativity 
was 4 years earlier than our era) would coincide with His Baptism, “ being 
about 80 years of age,” when the descent of the Holy Ghost upon Him 
manifested Him to be the Anointed with the Holy Ghost", the Christ. 

Further still, the whole period of 70 weeks is divided into three suc- 
cessive periods, 7, 62, 1, and the last week is subdivided into two halves. 
It is self-evident that, since these parts 7, 62,1, are equal to the whole, 
viz. 70, it was intended that they should be. Every writer wishes to be 
understood; the vision is announced at the beginning, as one which is, 
on thought, to be understood. * I am come to give thee skill and understanding ; 
thereforeunderstand the matter and consider the vision. Yet, on this self-evident 
fact that the sum of the parts is intended tobe the same as the whole, 
every attempt to explain the prophecy, so that it should end in Antiochus 


1The decree of Cyrus, as relates to the years before the destruction of Jerusalem,” 
grant, is embodied in that of Darius. vi. 3-5. A.D. 70, i.e. from the day of Atonement after 
2 vi. 3-12. 8 vii. 27. the Crucifixion, what they held to be a sign 
4Tb. 14, 25. 5 Tb. 26. of acceptance, never took place. See Rosh 
6See Clinton Fasti Romani ii. 227. sqq. hashanah p. 31. in Lightfoot min. templ. c. 
Goode, Warb. Lect. pp. 304-7, also quotes the 15. Opp. i. 746. [ed. 2.] 
remarkable Jewish tradition that “for 40 7 Acts x. 38. Six. 22, 23. 


190 “DE MINIMIS NON CURAT LEX.” 

Epiphanes, or in any other than our Lord, (as we shall see,) shivers. On 
the other hand, the subordinate periods, as well as the whole, fit in with 
the Christian interpretation. It were not of any account, if we could not 
interpret these minor details. “De minimis non curat lex.” When the 
whole distance is spanned over, it matters not, whether we can make out 
some lesser details. Men believe that Mount Athos was severed, because 
they can trace here and there a portion of the canal. Science assumes, 
as certain, whatever is presupposed by what it knows already. But, in 
the prophecy of the 70 weeks, the portions also can be traced. The words 
are; From the going forth of a commandment to restore and to build Jeru- 
salem, unto Messiah the Prince, shall be seven weeks’ and threescore and two 
weeks ; street and wall* shall be restored and builded; and in strait of times. 
And after threescore and two weeks shall Messiah be cut off: 

Obviously, unless there had been a meaning in this division, it would 
have stood, “shall be threescore and nine weeks,” “not, shall be seven weeks, 
and threescore and two weeks.” For every word in this condensed prophecy 
has its place and meaning, and the division would be unmeaning, unless 
something were assigned to this first portion. The text does assign it. 
It says, the street shall be restored and be builded ; and that, in troublous times. 


The books of Ezra and Nehemiah give the explanation. 


1The Jews put the main stop of the verse 
under mypaw, meaning to separate the two 
numbers, 7 and 62. This they must have 
done dishonestly, D°)°3N ry? (as Rashi 
says in rejecting literal expositions which 
favored the Christians) “on account of the 
heretics,” i.e. Christians. For the. latter 
clause, so divided off, could only mean, “and 
during threescore and two weeks street and 
wall shall be being restored and builded,” 
i.e. that Jerusalem should be 434 years in 
rebuilding, which would be senseless. Yet 
erities, who correct the text ad libitum, have 
all at once discovered in this case the value 
of the tradition of the Hebrew accents. Leng. 
p. 446. Hitz. p. 161. 

2The construction of the E. V., street and 
wall, is the most natural, both in itself and 
in the context, since pairs of words are used 
inyfhis prophecy; “on thy people and on thy 
holy city ;” “to seal vision and prophet;” 
“to restore and to build;” “the city and the 
sanctuary ;” “sacrifice and oblation.” The 
Verss. also have so understood it. oixodou7- 
OnoeTat eis TAATOS Kat els MHKOS, LXX. mepiter- 
xos, Theod. Ald.; retxos, Theod. Vat.; muri, 
Vulg.; “street,” Syr.; oxduua, Gr. Ven. 
They may bave had a traditional knowledge, 
that yon, orig. “fosse,” may. have been 
used of any “fence.” Else a “fosse” was 
nota “fence” actually used for Jerusalem; 
for the circuit of Jerusalem then lay along 


Ezra came to 


the brows of hills, so that there was no occa- 
sion for a fosse, the declivity of the hill being 
more than any fosse. Nor is there any trace 
of a fosse around any part of the then Jeru- 
salem. Nor is there any extant instance, in 
which yn or Vala is used even of a 
“fosse.”’ rw in Targ. Job xxxviii. 25, 
corresponds to my a ‘watercourse ;” and 
in the Baba kama ec. 5 is said to be used of a 
ditch, broad below, narrow above. (Buxt. Lex. 
col. 833.) In other instances, in Abulvalid and 
Kimchi, it is used of a narrow incision. But 
the word yon etymologically signifies, “a 
thing cut,” and may, in the living language, 
have been used by a metaphor, analogous to 
Wa, “cut, cut off, inaccessible.” The mean- 
ing, “watercourse,” would itself also have a 
good sense, “street and watercourse,” since 
the supplies of water so proyided were so 
essential to the well-being of the city and to 
its defence against an enemy. Stillthis would 
involve the use of an uncommon word inthe 
place and meaning of a common word. 

In support of another rendering, and the 
street shall be built, yea, itis determined; and 
in straitness of times, is the use of Wi] 27. 
a Sal ae 26. and of sa) Is. xX. 22. explained 


te Srith a like parenbhesie: see Ib. But, 
against it, is the unlikelihood, that words, so 


naturally conjoined, should be altogether 
severed, 
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Jerusalem, B.C. 457; he labored in restoring the Jewish polity, within 
and without, for 18 years before Nehemiah was sent by Artaxerxes, B.C. 
4441. Nehemiah, as governor, labored together with Ezra for 12 years, 
From the twentieth year even unto the two and thirtieth year of Artaxerxes the 
king, twelve years’. Then he returned to the king, and after an undefined 
time, at the end of days,’ he says, obtained I leave of the king, and came to 
Jerusalem. The interval probably was not short; for there had been time 
for corruptions to creep in, nor is the king likely to have sent him back 
soon; else why should he have returned at all? The’ mention of Elia- 
shib’s son, Joiada, being high priest then, in place of his deceased father ¢, 
fixes this second visit probably in the reign of Darius Nothus, in whose 
11th year Eliashib is said to have died®. The expulsion of one of his sons 
who had become son-in-law to Sanballat, and regulation of the wards of 
the priests and Levites, are among the last acts of reform which Nehe- 
miah mentions in his second visit; with them he closes his book. Now 
from the seventh year of Artaxerxes to the eleventh of Darius Nothus are 
45 years. But it was in the period of the high priesthood of Joiada, not 
precisely in the very first year, that this reform took place. We have any 
how for the period of the two great restorers of the Jewish polity, Ezra 
and Nehemiah conjointly, a time somewhat exceeding 45 years; so that 
we know that the restoration was completed in the latter part of the 7th 
week of years, and it is probable that it was not closed until the end of it ® 
In regard to the strait of times, amid which this restoration was to take 
place, the books of Ezra and Nehemiah are the commentary. Up to the 
completion of the walls, there was one succession of vexations on the part 
of the enemies of the Jews. Their abiding condition they. confess in both 
periods to God; ‘for our iniquities we have been delivered into the hands of 
the kings of the lands, to the sword, to captivity, to a spoil, and to confusion of 
face, as at this day. And now for a little space grace hath been shewed from the 
Lord, to leave us a remnant to escape—to give us a little reviving in our bondage. 
For bondsmen are we, and in our bondage our God hath not forsaken us. In 
‘Nehemiah’s time, the great public confession of sin closes with the same 
statement; *Behold we are bondsmen this day, and the land which Thou 
gavest to our fathers, to eat the fruit thereof and the good thereof, behold, we are 
bondsmen in it ; and it yieldeth much increase unto the kings which Thou hast 
set over us, because of our sins; and over our bodies they have dominion, and 
over our cattle at their pleasure, and in great distress are we. 

The next division, 62 weeks, completes the period up to the time of the 
Messiah. Its two extreme points were marked, its beginning by the close 
of the 7 weeks or 49 years, itsend by the Coming of the long-longed for, 
the Christ. It is in harmony with the other prophecies of Daniel, that 
what was filled up in one place, is bridged over in another. In the vision 


1 Neh. ii. 1. 2 Tb. vy. 14. out by Prideaux, Connection, P. 1. B. 5. pp. 
3 Tb. xiii. 6. 47-50, and 17 sqq. Even Winer, Real-Lex. v. 
4Neh. xiii. 28. comp. xii. 10, 22. Nehemiah, admits that he is probably right 
6 Chron. Alex. Olymp. 78. pp. 162, 3. as to the date of Darius Ochus, the 45 years. 


6 This explanation of the 7 weeks is brought 7 Ezr. ix. 7-9. 8 Neh. ix. 36. 7. 
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of the 4 Empires, the 2d and 3d are but slightly touched on; the brief 
notice is expanded in the viith and xith chapters. Other prophecies had, 
as their foreground, the events of world-empires. The subject of this was 
the people of God and the Messiah. 

The ever-recurring character of prophecy is thus apparent here also, 
that those two points, which concerned them most, are the most promi- 
nent;—the restoration of the polity in the nearer future, and, in the dis- 
tant future, the crowning acts of God’s mercy and judgment, the blessings 
in Christ and the close of the temporal relation of God to His people. 
The intervening period would have occupied a disproportioned place 
here, and so is omitted. 

Not in, but after those threescore and two weeks, it is said, Messiah shall be 
cut off; and there shall not be to Him, i.e. as the context implies, the city 
and the sanctuary shall be His no more. Then follows the subdivision of 
the last week, or seven years, wherein He was to be cut off, since He was 
to be cut off, and yet not in the 69 weeks. He shall make firm a covenant 
with many during one week ; and in the midst of the week He shall make sacri- 
fice and oblation to cease. He speaks not of a temporary suspension of 
sacrifices, but of the entire abolition of all which had been offered hith- 
erto, the sacrifice’, with the shedding of blood, and the oblation?, the 
unbloody sacrifice which was its complement. These the Messiah was to 
make to cease three years and a half after that new covenant began, whether 
this was at first through the ministry of the Baptist or Hisown. It seems 
to me absolutely certain, that our Lord’s ministry lasted for some period 
above three years. For §. John mentions by name three Passovers*; and 
S. Matthew’s mention of the disciples rubbing the ears of corn* relates to 
a time near upon a Passover, later than the first, (for John had been cast 
into prison ®,) yet earlier than the last but one, for it preceded the feeding 
of the 5000, which itself preceded that Passover®. This bears out the 
opinion, which is in itself nearly certain, that the intermediate feast, men- 
tioned by S. John, is the Passover’, Our Lord’s parable of the fig-tree 


Imo. 

3 ji, 13. vi. 4. and the last. 

4S. Matt. xii. 1 sqq. 

5Ib. xi. 2. 

6Ib. xiv. 15, S. John vi. 4-10. Siisskind 
brought out the argument, (in Bengel’s 


feast and the feast of Purim were not of 
obligation, and the feast of Purim was kept 
anywhere. (Jos. Ant. xi. 6. end.) 3) The 
first Passover had been spoken of, a few 
verses before, as the feast. (iv. 45. twice.) 
Had a different feast been intended, it would 


"NI. 


Archiv. i. 186-194.) and observed that, even if 
the corn were ripe before the Passover, it 
would not have been ripe some weeks before 
it, yet the history in S. Matt. xii. must have 
been, at least, some weeks before that in S. 
Matt. xiv. which was itself before the Pass- 
over. 

7The feast, S. John y.1, must have been 
one of the three great feasts, 1) because of 
the addition, and Jesus went up to Jerusalem, 
i. e. He went up in consequence of that feast. 
2) No other feast is called “a feast of the Jews,” 
i.e, one binding upon all. The dedication- 


have been specified. 4) The Passover alone 
is spoken of in the Gospels as the feast. (S. 
Matt. xxvi. 5, xxvii. 15,S. Mark xv. 6,S. Luke 
li. 42, xxiii. 17.8. John above.) The teast of 
Tabernacles is named, S. John vii.2. “Since 
the Jews held the Pascha to be the special 
and first feast, the Evang. at times defines it 
further, the Pascha, the feast of the Jews, was 
mgh; at times not, there was Pascha, feast of 
the Jews.” Chron. P. p. 406. S. Ireneeus adds 
the Pascha ii. 22.3. Cod. Sinait. has the art. 
5) The events in §. John ii. 23-1v. 54, require 
more space than from Pascha to the feast of 


OUR LORD’S MINISTRY. 193 
virtually asserts, that a period of some three years of special culture of 
God’s people had preceded. 1 Behold, these three years I come seeking fruit 
on this figtree and find none; and that one year remained, let it alone this 
year also. The cursing of the barren fig-tree and its instant withering’, 
just before His Passion and the final pronunciation of its sentence’, 
seems to be the symbolical declaration, that that year of respite was over, 
and its doom was fixed. 

The city was devoted, the punishment irreversible; the Messiah’s office 
would be, not with the people as a whole, but with the many who would 
be saved out of it, with whom the new covenant would be confirmed. 
The remaining 33 years probably mark the time, during which the Gos- 
pel was preached to the Jews, before the preaching to the Samaritans 
shewed that the special privileges of the Jews were at an end, and that 
the Gospel embraced the world. We have not the chronological data to 
fix it. 

But the fact of these several periods being prophesied, and the last, 
above six hundred years before, is the body not the soul of the prophecy; 
it is not that which bears chief evidence of its divinity. 

Human history recurs in cycles. +* Thething that hath been, it is that which 
shall be; and that which is done is that which shall be done; and there is no 
new thing under the sun. Empires fall or rise gradually; so the prediction 
of the fall or rise of an empire within such latitude might have left the 
fulfillment uncertain. The main subject of Daniel’s prediction is single 
and alone in time, and reaches on through eternity. From eternity to 
eternity there hath not been nor shall be its like. Men may dispute 
whether it hath been; they cannot dispute that, for 1800 years, what 
Daniel predicted has been believed to have been. The conception re- 
mains the same, even antecedent to our conviction of its truth. That 
then, which was foretold to Daniel, in answer to his confession of his own 
sins and of the sins of his people, of their iniquities and transgressions, 
and to his prayer for pardon, was a promise of absolute forgiveness of 
sins. Seventy seven-times are determined upon thy people and upon the holy 
city, to close® the transgression, and to seal up sins, and to make ® reconciliation 


5 The meaning of x05 is clear from the 
context, whether it be derived from x52 
(i. q. kAetw and kwdvw) “shut, hinder,” then, 
“elose;” or i. q. m3 1) “complete ;” 2) 
“finish,” bring to an end. x3 does not in- 
deed oceur elsewhere in Piel, “put that is no 
reason why it should not. 


Tabernacles. 6) The words, there are yet 4 
months and then cometh harvest, (S. John iy. 
35.) imply that the next feast was Pascha. 
The assumption, that the feast, S. John v. 1, 
was the feast of Purim, has nothing in its 
favor, and is excluded by Sisskind’s argu- 
ment (n. 6.) and by grounds 1, 2,3,5. Hengst. 
notices in addition, (from Reiand, Antigq. iv. 


9. and Schickard, De Festo Purim, Crit. Sacr. 
iii. p. 1185.) that the feast of Purim was cele- 
brated in such sort, that our Lord would not 
have been present at it,and that it was not 
heid on the Sabbath, whereas the festival, S. 
John y., included the Sabbath. 

18. Luke xiii. 7. 2S. Matt. xxi. 19. 

3Jb, xxiii. 34-39. 4 Eccl. 1. 9. 


13 


6455, when God is the subject, signifies 
“forgive;” when man, it is the “atoning 
for,” “making the typical propitiation for 
sin;” covering it by making that offering, 
for the sake of which it is covered, or put 
out of God’s sight. The context implies, 
that it would be one act, which should so 
atone. 


194 GIFT OF RIGHTEOUSNESS. 


for iniquity. Sin was to be done away, hid out of sight, forgiven. The 
words, which Daniel had so often repeated in his deep intercessory prayer, 
sins, iniquity, transgression, the thought of which lay so heavy upon him, 
are now repeated to him in mercy, to assure him the more emphatically 
through that threefold repetition, that God would put them away as if 
they had not been. But the mere removal of sin is imperfect. The 
threefold complement is added; to bring in everlasting righteousness, and to 
seal up vision and prophecy, and to anoint a Holy of holies. These were to 
be gifts of God at the close of that 70th week; to be given, as they had 
never been given before, and the ipvicaushens: so given, to last on to eter- 
nity. The very delay is a token of its greatness. God’s gifts are with 
usury. It was no common forgiveness of sins, the publication of which 
was to be delayed, according to the letter of the prophecy, at least half a 
thousand years. They were not the past sins of his people, such as had 
brought upon them the captivity. The words are quite in the abstract, 
transgression, sins, iniquity. The fulfillment would have fallen short of the 
prophecy, unless, not their sins only but, sin in the abstract had been re- 
mitted. They were not only to be remitted; they were to be replaced. 
Hitherto there had been continual sacrifice for sin, a symbolical remis- 
sion of all sins on the Day of Atonement, wonderful for its completeness 
as a picture, but incomplete; even because that wonderful picture was, 
year by year, renewed. Hitherto, there had been many atonements for 
man’s several sins. Gad here speaks of one act, atoning not for particular 
sins, but for sin. Once, in the future, at the end of the 70 weeks, there 
should be an atoning for all iniquity, i. e. for all of it, past, present, or to 
come. Then, all sin was to be atoned for, and He Who ended and forgave 
it, was to bring in everlasting righteousness. Bring in! Then, it was te 
dwell, to make its abode, to have its home, there. Hverlasting ! Then it 
was never to be removed, never worn out, never to cease, not to pass 
with this passing world, but to abide thenceforth, co-eternal with God, its 
Author and Giver. Righteousness had been promised before, as the gift 
of the times of the Messiah. It is what man, being made for God, 
yearned and yearns for. 1 J bring near My righteousness, it shall not be far 
of; and My salvation shall not tarry ; and I will piace salvation in Zion for 
Israel My glory. ? My righteousness is near. Lift wp your eyes to the heavens 
and look upon the earth beneath ; for the heavens shall vanish away like smoke, 
‘and the earth shall wax old like a garment, and they that dwell therein shall die 
in like manner ; but My salvation shall be for ever, and My righteousness shall 
not be abolished. My righteousness shall be for ever, and My salvation from 
generation to generation. It was the close of that great prophecy of our 
Lord’s atoning Death; * My righteous servant shall make many righteous. 
Jeremiah had foretold, that God would raise unto David a Righteous Branch, 
and that the name whereby He shall be called should be, The Lord our Right- 
eousness. Daniel foretells the same; his prophecy joins on with theirs in 
substance; but he, first, adds the time of its fulfillment. 


Vs, xlvi. 13. 2 Ib, li. 5, 6, 8. add xly. 17. * Is. lili, 11. P"WY pay? “jay pry. 
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And in that fulfillment, all prophecy was to be fulfilled. All hitherto 
had been a longing for that hour. That hour come, God set His seal 
upon vision and prophet. Their first office was fulfilled. To seal up vision 
and prophet, is not, to seal up any one vision or prophet. The words are 
purposely placed undefined, in order to mark that they are to be under- 
stood without any limitation, not of any one vision or prophet, but of 
vision ‘and prophet generally. As our Lord said, ? All the prophets and the 
law prophesied until John. It is all one, whether by the word, seal, we un- 
derstand, set His seal to, “accredited,” as our Lord speaks, * Him hath God 
the Father sealed; or “ completed*.” Daniel says before, what S. Peter 
said near 600 years after, when the events came to pass; ®those things 
which God before had shewed by the mouth of all His prophets, that Christ 
should suffer, He hath so fulfilled. The remaining clause, and to anoint an 
All-holy, must be spiritual, since all else is spiritual. It cannot be spoken 
of the natural “holy of holies,” which, in contrast to the holy place, is 
always “the holy of holies ®;” never “ holy of holies.” Still less is it the 
material temple, as a whole, since the temple, as a whole, is never called 
by the name of a part of it. “Holy of holies,” lit. “holiness of holi- 
nesses,” i. e. All-holiness, is a ritual term, used to express the exceeding 
holiness, which things acquire by being consecrated to God. It is never 
used to describe a place, but is always an attribute of the thing, and, in 


one place, of the person, who is spoken of. 


1 yn is used collectively Is. i. 1, 2 Chr. 
xxxii. 32. So both NIM and NII) 2 Chr. 
ix. 29. Kleinert, Aechtheit les. p. 11. ; 

28, Matt. xi. 13. 

3S. John vi. 27. So of man’s correspond- 
ing act in believing, Ib. iii. 33, he that hath 
recewed His testimony, has set to his seal, 
(eoppayrcerv) that God 1s true. 

4onn, “sealed,” receives its nearer dcfi- 
nitions from the object with which a thing is 
sealed. It is determined by the context. A 
thing was sealed in a purse, to be retained, 
Job xiv. 17; a deed, covenant, letter was 
sealed, to be authenticated, Jer. xxxii. 10, 11, 
44, Neh. x.1, 2, 1 Kings xxi. 8. So in its 
metaph. use, God is said to seal the stars, c. 
Ty3, as it were, “ sealed them up,” with- 
holding them from shining, Job ix. 7; to seal 
the hand of man, c. 3, hindering him from 
using it, Job xxxvii. 7; He scaleth up their 
(man’s) instruction, ¢c. 3, i. e. impresseth it 
on him, Ib. xxxiii. 16. So here sin is “ sealed 
up” to be put out of sight, seen no more; 
vision and prophecy are sealed, i.e. authenti- 
cated. The use of the word, although differ- 
ent in the two clauses, is not ambiguous, 
being, in each case, ruled by the context. 
See further Pineda on Job xxxvii. 7. 

5 Acts iii. 18. “ What is this which he says, 
to seal up vision and prophecy? That all 


7 It is most holy. °® Aaron was 


prophets announced of Him, that He was to 
come, and had to suffer. Since then prophecy 
was fulfilled by His Coming, therefore he 
said, that vision and prophecy were sealed, 
because He is the seal of all the prophets, 
filling up all things which the prophets here- 
tofore announced of Him. For after the 
Coming of Christ and His Passion, there is 
no more vision or prophet to announce that 
Christ should come.” Tert. adv. Jud. ¢. 8. p. 
215. Rig. 

sOwIpA wap is used 13 times of “the 
holy of holies,” (Ex. xxvi. 33, 34. Num. iv. 4, 19, 
1 Kings vi. 16, vii. 50, viii. 6, 1 Chr. vi. 34. (49. 
Eng.) 2 Chr. iii. 8, 10, iv. 22, v. 7, Ezek. xli. 4.) 
and these with one exception (1 Chr. vi. 34.) 
occurring in the first directions about it, in 
the law or the building of the temple or 
Ezekiel’s symbolical temple. It is used also 
in one place of “the holy place,” as being 
relatively the holiest place for that purpose, 
the consuming of the sacrifice. Num. xviii. 
10. “The holy of holies” is even oftener 
spoken of under another name, "J (16 
times.) ; 

7 Ex. xxx. 10, 29, 36, Lev. ii. 3, 10, vi. 10, 18, 
22. [17, 25, 29. Eng.] vii. 1, 6, x. 12, 17, xiv. 13, 
xxiv. 9, xxvii. 28, Ezek. xliii.12. It is used 
in apposition to the thing spoken of, Ex. 
xxix. 37, xl. 10, Ezek. xlv. 3. 

81 Chr. xxiii. 12. 


196 “ ANOINTING”; ITS SYMBOLICAL MEANING. 


separated, to hallow him all-holy. The destruction of the temple, as having 
been previously profaned, is the close of this prophecy’. The prophecy 
promised an All-holy, which should be anointed, for the holy place which 
should be destroyed; as our Lord speaks of? the temple of His Body. At 
His Birth He was announced as, *the Holy Thing which shall be born of 
thee. The Holy One * became His title, Who Alone was without sin. The 
devils knew Him, as the Holy One of God®. 

Anointing was the well-known symbol of sanctity through the Spirit of 
God. The Lord hath anointed thee, Samuel said® to Saul, captain over His 
inheritance; and then, the Spirit of the Lord will come wpon thee, and thou 
shalt prophesy and shalt be turned into another man. When Saul had for- 
feited the gift, Samuel, at God’s command, anointed David, and the 
Spirit of the Lord came wpon David from that day forward. The “holy 
oil” had probably long been lost. Anyhow, it was among the things 
which the Jews missed in the 2d temple. Material anointing had ceased. 
But anointing had entered into the symbolic language of prophecy in 
respect to the Christ. * The Spirit of the Lord God is upon Me; because the 
Lord hath anointed Me, to preach good tidings unto the meek. He hath sent 
Me to bind wp the broken-hearted, to proclaim liberty to the captives, and to 
those that are bound, a great deliverance’, to proclaim the acceptable year of 
the Lord: and, }° Thou lovest righteousness and hatest iniquity ; therefore God, 
thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows. 

This symbolical meaning of the anointing is fixed by the next words of 
the prophecy; unto Messiah the Prince. The word is repeated. The last 
of the six blessings was, to anoint an All-holy ; “limshoach kodesh koda- 
shim.” He resumes at once, “unto one Anointed, a Prince;” “ad 
Mashiach nagid.” No one, wishing to be understood, would unite so 
closely words, relating to the same period of time, the end of the 70 
weeks, had they not related to the same object; “to anoint an All-holy;” 
“unto one Anointed.” The words probably fixed the use of the name 
Messiah or the Messiah, Christ or the Christ, as that of the long-expected 
Redeemer. In the time of our Lord, the Name was in the mouth of all, 
Samaritans as well as Jews, the Messiah; Messiah. When Messiah cometh", 
said the Samaritan woman. We have found the Messias”, was S. Andrew’s 
announcement to his brother Simon. Where Christ should be born®, was 
Herod’s enquiry of the Chief Priests and Scribes. The revelation to 
Simeon was, that he should not see death, until he had seen the Lord’s Christ". 
The angels so announced His birth to the shepherds, © Unto you és born in 
the city of David a Saviour, which is Christ the Lord. All men mused 
of John, whether he were the Christ or not. In answer to the formal de- 


1ix. 26, 27. 28. John ii. 19, 21, 10 Ps. xlv. 7. 

8S. Luke i. 35. 7d dysov. 18. John iv. 25. Meooias as a proper name, 

4 Acts iii. 14, iv. 27, 30,18, John ii. 20,addS. —_ without the Article, represented by the Greeix 
John x. 36, xvii. 19. Xpuotds. 

5S. Mark i. 24, 8S. Luke iv. 34. 


2Tb. i. 41. roy Meooiar i. g. rov Xprorov. 


61 Sam. x. 1, 6, TIb, xvi. 13. 13S. Matt. ii. 4. 49, Luke ii. 28: 
8Is, Lxi. 1, 2. *Mpnhpa: intensive. 6 Ib. 11. Ih fit oS 


TITLE “MESSIAH” TAKEN FROM THIS PLACE. 197 
putation of priests and Levites, 'he confessed and denied not, but confessed, 
I am not the Christ. Unbelieving Jews said to our Lord, ? how long holdest 
Thou us in suspense? If Thou be the Christ, tell us plainly. Caiaphas ad- 
jured Him to say*, whether He were the Christ, the Son of God. The 
people, impressed by Him, ask‘, Do the rulers indeed know that this is the 
very Christ? The name was not taught them by our Lord; they knew it 
already. It is the Christianity of prophecy, existing, so far, in the minds 
of the people, before it was revealed in act. Although, moreover the 
name Messiah occurs absolutely here only in Holy Scripture—not (as it 
is everywhere else *) “the Anointed of the Lord,” “ Thy Anointed,” “ His 
Anointed,” “the Anointed of the God of Jacob,” or “ the anointed priest,” 
—but, as a proper name, Messiah, ‘‘ Anointed,” they knew that He, so 
spoken of, was the same Whom other Scriptures taught them to look for. 
They knew, (we learn it from their own mouths in the Gospel,) where He 
was to be born §, that He was to be of the seed of David’, that He was to 
work iairadies®: that He was to abide forever®; that ie was so to come 
from God, that no one should know whence He Coinatl * that He was to be 
the Saviour of the world''. The contemporary paraphrase of Jonathan 
used the name Messiah in explaining 26 passages of the prophets of 
Him”; 17 of them, signal prophecies *, such as all Christians have been 
wont so to interpret, and 9 less obvious *. His paraphrase having been, . 
in some measure, traditionary, the learned Jews before him must have 
so interpreted Daniel: for from him alone could they have had the 
name. Onkelos, a little later, adds two more from the Pentateuch ©. 

Of this Messiah the prophecy goes on to say, And after the sixty and 
two weeks Messiah shail be cut off; and there shall not be to Him. What this 
shall be, which shall be no more His, is to be supplied from the context, 
“what hitherto was His,” viz. His people ’*, whose Prince He heretofore 


16 Vulg. “et non erit ejus populus, qui eum 
negaturus est.” Aq. Symm. Syr. leave it un- 
explained. (“and there is not to Him,” Syr. 
Aq. ov« urap&er ata. Symm.) Theod. adds 
Kpima ovK éotiv ev avTe, “matter for judgment 


18. John i. 20, iii. 28. 2Tb. x. 24. 

3S. Matt. xxvi. 63, S. Mark xiv. 61,8. Luke 
XX 67. 4S. John vii. 26. 

Cre hie mw oceurs 11 times; 17" wn 10 


times; IP WD 6 times; IPy" ‘TOS own 


2 Sam. xxiii. 1. In all, 28 times; mon 
Mmwpn four times, in Leviticus only, Lev. 
iv. 3, By 16, vi. 22. These are all, except in 
Daniel. 6S. Matt. ii. 4-6, S. John vii. 41, 2. 
78. John vii. 42,8. Matt. xxii. 42, &e. 
8S. John vii. 31. 9 Tb. xii. 34. 

10 Ib. vii. 27. Nl jy. 42. 

12 They are in Buxtorf, Lex. Chald. col. 
1270-2. 

13 Ig, iv. 2, ix. 6, xi. 1-6, xvi. 5, xlii. 1, xlili. 10, 
li. 13, lili. 10, Jer. xxiii. 5, xxx. 21, xxxiii. 15, 
Hos, iii. 5, Mic. iv. 8, v. 2, Zech. iii. 8, vi. 12. 
beside 2 Sam. xxiii. 3. 

14[s, x. 27, xiv. 29, Xvi. 1, xxviii. 5, Jer. xx xiii. 
13, Hos. xiv. 8, [7 Eng.] Mic. y. 1, Zech. iv. 7, 
x. 4. beside 1 Sam. ii. 10. 

15 Gen. xlix. 10, Num. xxiv. 17. 


is not in Him.” LXX. kai ovx éorar, “and 
shall not be.” }"$ always includes the sub- 
stantive verb, “there is not,” “there was 
not,” and is the opposite to wv and equivalent 
to W 8? (Arab, laisa, Aram. laith) not to yy) 
alone. This excludes the Eng. Vers. and not 
for himself, which must have been }4 x). 
pre renderings, excluded by the meaning 

‘Ss, are; 1) he is not, (which must have 
ie ys) 2) he hath nought, (73 S is not 
“nought” but “is not;”) 3) he hath none, (78 
is not “none.”) But the object to be supplied 
must be gathered from the context. Hence 
it cannot be, 4) “ He (Alexander) “shall not 
have a successor.” Bertholdt. 5) “He (Se- 
leucus Philopator) shall not have a son and 
heir.” Résch, Ewald. (Seleucus had more- 


198 THE MEANING OF “CUT OFF.” 
was. The Jews, as a nation, cut themselves off, when they crucified Him. 
But, whatever be the precise explanation of that clause, there is no ques- 
tion as to the declaration, Messiah shall be cut off. The word, shall be cut 
off, never means anything but excision; death directly inflicted by God, 
or violent death at the hands of man. It is never used of mere death, 
nor to express sudden but natural death. In the Pentateuch, the word is 
used of God’s covenant, he, they, shall be cut off from his, their people}, 
from the congregation, of Israel*, which God explains by His words*, I 
will cut him off from among his people. After the Pentateuch, it is more 
frequently used absolutely, as in Daniel, shall be cut off ; and, when used 
of national inflictions, it is employed of destruction of which man was 
the instrument °. Here it obviously expresses precisely the same which 
Isaiah had said by an equivalent word, * He was cut off out of the land of 
the living. Neologist interpreters do not hesitate to admit this’, if they 
can but find out any personage for their theory, who did die a violent 
death. 

The entire cessation of the bloody sacrifices of the law has a twofold 
aspect, of mercy and of judgment. To those who have believed in Jesus, 
He caused the sacrifice and oblation of the law to cease, by re-placing the 

,shadows, which portrayed His Atoning Sacrifice, by Himself the Sub- 
stance, ® offering Himself once for all, ° to put away sin by the sacrifice of Him- 
self. To the Jews who rejected Him, He caused sacrifice and oblation to 
cease, by the destruction of the temple and city, and the dispersion of 


the people. 


over a son, Demetrius, who succeeded Antio- 
chus Epiphanes. Nor 6) “an anointed (Sel. 
Ph.) shall be cut off, and he shall have no an- 
ointed to sueceed him;” in which way “the 
anointed” is to be both the subject of the 
original sentence and the person spoken of 
in relation to that first person. (Maurer.) 
Such interpretations would soon cease, if 
people would “interpret Scripture like any 
other book.” (Ess. and Rey. p. 77.) No one, 
in any other book, could explain the words, 
“a King shall be cut off, and to him there 
shall not be”—“a king to succeed him.” 
There remains, only, to supply, “and it (the 
people) shall have no Messiah more,” (Steu- 
del) which, though true, cannot be the mean- 
ing here; for the people had nowhere been a 
subject or object of any previous sentence, 
and so many substantives had intervened 
between this verse and the mention of “ thy 
people and thy holy city,” v. 24. One would 
even correct VN, owning thereby, that 
b ys cannot haye its meaning. 

1Gen. xvii. 14, Ex. xxx. 38, 38, xxxi. 14, 
Lev. vii. 20, 21, 25, 27, xvii. 4,9, xviii. 29, xix. 
8, xx. 18, xxiii. 29, Num. ix. 18, xv. 36. 

2Num. xix. 20. 

8Bx. xii. 19. “from Israel,’ Ex. xii. 15, 


Num. xix. 13; “from My presence,” Ley. 
xxii. 3. Lev. xvii. 10, xx. 3, 6, 6. 

5In the Pentateuch three times (Lev. xvii. 
14, xx. 17, Num. xv. 31.) else, Ps. xx xvii. 9, 22, 
34, Prov. ii. 22, Is. xxix. 20, Hos. viii. 4, Ob. 10, 
Mic. v. 8. [9. Eng.] Nah. ii. 1. [i. 15. Eng.] 
Zeph. i. 11, Zech. xiii. 8. by the flood, Gen. 
ix. 11. 

6 47 )} Is. lili. 8. 

7So Bleek, Maurer, Lengerke, Ewald, who 
would have “the Anointed” to be Seleucus 
IV. Philopator, whose reign was marked by 
no one event; Hichhorn, Wieseler, Hitzig, 
who would make it the aged deposed high- 
priest Onias III. whose murder had no other 
publie effect than the punishment of the 
governor who murdered him. (2 Mace. iv. 
34-38.) Even Rosenmiiller, who would have 
the Anointed to be Alexander, rendered 
rightly “exscindetur.” Only Bertholdt, with 
his wonted carelessness, says “Here, as in 
countless other places, (!) it stands only as a 
poetic word for F\y ‘die, and indicates a 
rapid and unexpected death.” Gesenius fol- 
lowed him in rendering ambiguously “shall 
perish,” contrary to the meaning which he 
assigns to the word in every other place. 

8 Heb. vii. 27. 9 Tb. ix. 26, 28. 
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On this, the Death of the Messiah, follows the sentence of that utter 
destruction of the city and temple. The meaning of the prophecy is not, 
in the least, affected by any variation in rendering or interpreting single 
words. It is far too broad and explicit. 

And the city and the sanctuary the people of a prince who shall come, shall 
destroy ; and the end thereof shall be with that flood; and unto the end, war}, 
and desolatenesses? decreed. And after the prophecy of the cessation of 
sacrifice; and upon the pinnacle of abominations a desolater*, and that, until 
decreed desolation be outpoured upon the desolated. The rendering, “ upon 
the pinnacle are the abominations which desolate *,” comes to the same 
meaning. In both ways, the temple is the place intended ; in both ways, 
the cause of the desolation is the same; in both, the desolation is certain, 
either described as actually come, or as involved in the purpose of the 
Divine retribution, in that the abominations which should cause the deso- 


jation are there. 


1It can hardly be, unto the end of the war, 
desolations are determined, asinthe E.V. For 
the end of the war was the beginning, not the 
end, of the desolations. It would also be a 
tautology. YP also (Dan. xi. 27.) YP ny 


(viii. 17, xi. 35, 40, xii. 4.) YP sayin (vill. 19.) 
are terms used by Daniel is designate the 
close of a period appointed by God. Any 
has also no article, as bwa has, referring 
to “the flood” of war just spoken of, and as 
it, too, probably would have had, had Daniel 
meant, the war. 

2 Minn is not an abstract, desolationes, but 
a passive, loca desolatu, as just before, v. 18. 
and Is. xlix. 19, 1xi. 4. [all.] 

3Gesenius allows (Thes. p. 698.) that the 
words “ought to beso rendered according to 
the masorethie points and the lawful syn- 
tax,” but corrects, 412 oy and translates 
Dw Dy spw, asif it were DDIWD ‘Spy 


(citing yn? Dp Is. xxx. 20.) and renders, 
“and on the pinnacle are the abominations of 
the desolater.”” He agrees then in the mean- 
ing of all the several words, and alters the 
construction only. He adopts the construc- 
tion of the LX X. and Theod. cai émi 7d tepov 
BddrAvyma THs Epyuwcews. The analogy of 8. 
Matt. iv. 5, S. Luke iy. 9. 76 rrepv¥ycov Tod tepov, 
goes far to shew that 12 (orig. “wing’’) 
might have the same meaning as the Greek, 
i.e. pinnacle.; The temple being, in part, the 
subject of the prophecy, the word “ pinna- 
cle” might the more readily mean “its pin- 
nacle.” Still, if DD wr Dy Ipy are united, 
they must stand in a sort of apposition, 
“abominations (which are) a desolater,” as 
yn? DD’ are “waters” (which are, involve,) 


* Wheresoever the carcase is, thither will the eagles be 


“affliction.” They cannot stand in the rela- 
tion of the thing caused and its cause, “abom- 
inations of (brought by) adesolater.” Inthe 
phrase yn? O°) an abstract noun is added 
as a sort of adjective, “waters, affliction;” 

the phrase DDIWN oyipy ould, accord- 
ing to this analogy, signify as above, “abom- 
inations, a desolate-maker;” i.e. which make 
desolate. As to the renderings, “ wings:” 
i.e. army, “wing of the temple,” D° ‘5 )2 alone 
means “wings.” The substitution of the 
meaning, “surface of the altar,” (Résch) only 
illustrates the abuse of so-called Hebrew 
criticism to rationalist prejudice. ape) might, 
with equal truth, be said to mean anything 
else under the sun. Lengerke adopts the 
construction given above, “and upon the 
pinnacle of abominations a desolater,” but 
he would have it mean, “a desolater shall 
come upon a pinnacle, which shall not, when 
he comes, be a pinnacle of abominations, but 
which he shall make so,” (contrary to all 
language.) In the words, “upon a pinnacle 
of abominations a desolater,” the “ pinnacle 
of abominations ” must, according to all lan- 
guage, express the previous condition. The 
word, “abomination,” must express the moral 
ground, why, in God’s Providence, he came. 
We should so interpret the like words in any 
language, “Against the accursed race The 
Avenger came,” “upon the degraded crew 
came a destroyer.” It would simply not be 
true, that he “came upon a pinnacle of 
abominations,” if it were not such when he 
came. The temple was, by God’s appoint- 
ment, “His holy house;” men “made it a 
den of thieves.” Only desecration from 
within could make it “a pinnacle of abomi- 
nations.” 48. Matt. xxiv. 28. 
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gathered together. Tf, again, the last words be rendered, as in the English 
margin, “ even until decreed desolation shall be poured upon the deso- 
later,” (although I think it less probable +,) it would but carry on the pro- 
phecy like those words of our Lord, ? Jerusalem shall be trodden down of 
the Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles shall be fuijilled. 

Apart from these lesser details of prophecy, the central unmistakable 
prophecy lies in the connection of the destruction of the temple and city 
with their great sin, the cutting off of the Christ. The connection is, not 
of time, but of cause and effect. Some forty years were allowed, in 
which individuals might save* themselves from that untoward generation. 
But the doom of the whole was fixed. They had pronounced upon 
themselves their sentence’; We have no king but Cesar. Our Lord, in 
that tender mourning over Jerusalem, pronounced that its day was past. 
5 Tf thou hadst known, at least in this thy day, the things which belong unto thy 
meace, but now they are hid from thine eyes. For the days come upon thee, 
that thine enemies shall cast a trench about thee, and compass thee round, 
and keep thee in on every side, and shall lay thee even with the ground and 
thy children within thee, and they shall not leave in thee one stone wpon 
another, because thou knewest not the time of thy visitation. Our Lord en- 
larges what Daniel had saidin sum. Both prophecies stand in the same 
relation. The death of the Messiah entails the destruction of city and 
temple. The people of a prince that shall come, is, by the force of the 
term, a foreign people with their prince. Before, it was said, wnto Mes- 
siah prince ; now he speaks not of the Messiah at all, but only of a prince ; 
not even the prince, as he would have said, had he been speaking of the 
same. The Coming. Daniel habitually used the word come® of an 
invading power which comes into a land, to conquer it. It is remarkable 
that, contrary to the facts in the time of Antiochus and conformably to 
the facts under Titus, the destruction is attributed to the people of this 
prince, not to himself. Antiochus himself was the soul of hs persecu- 
tion: Titus wished to save the temple; his soldiery destroyed it’. Then 
too the destruction was to be final, at least for a long-appointed period. 
The end thereof shall be with the flood, and unto the end is war, desolations 
decreed. The end thereof is plainly, “the end of the invaded,” not “of the 
invader.” For 1) it stands in the middle of the description of the desolation. 
The account is progressive. First he says, the city and sanctuary, the people 
of a prince who shall come, shall waste ; then he speaks of the violence, the 
irresistible, all-sweeping flood, with which the desolation shall be; the end 


1oniw, as being a different form from 
DvD, is probably used in a different sense. 
It had been used intransitively in the preced- 
ing verse, NINNY, (v.26.) as also, (equally in 
the fem.) v. 18. and in 11 other places (OD W 
Lam. iii. 11; pp IW Lam.i.4; DDD Ib. 
16; ND Ww 2 Sam. xiii. 20, Is. liv. 1, Lam. i. 
13; NioNw Is. xlix. 8, 19, Ixi. 4. (ii) Bz. 
xxxvi.4.) On the other hand, O79 1 is used 


twice in Daniel actively, yet not absolutely, 
(as it stands here,) but as an adj.; and in 
both places its active meaning is determined 
by the context, DDW pw) viii. 13. and 
Dow pypw xii. u. ‘ 
28. Luke xxi, 24. 
48. John xix. 15. 
6 xi. 13, 16, 21, 40, 41. 
7 Jos. B. J. vi. 4, 5-7. 


3 Acts ii. 40. 
58. Luke xix. 41-44. 
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thereof shall be with that flood. 2) That flood is evidently that overflowing 
tide of war, just spoken of, the overspreading armies, the people of the in- 
vading Prince. He had said that that prince should come; now he speaks 
of his over-flowing power. Daniel never uses the word in any other 
sense’. It is used in Scripture of overflowing for evil, or, twice only, for 
good’. The Psalmist speaks of the flood of mighty waters*, as all lan- 
guages speak of “a mightier wave,” or “sea of troubles.” But nowhere 
is the word used of the mere sudden death of an individual*. The end 
thereof must then be the end of that which has just preceded, the wasting 
of the city and temple: and this, to the end. 

Look then at this harmonizing prophecy as a whole, the completeness 
of its symmetry, its complicated harmony. Look at the elements which 
are combined together. There is a whole of time, 490 years, distributed 
into periods of 49, 434, and 3} years twice repeated, and these four 
periods not to be taken anyhow, but following in this exact order. Then 
in this series of years, as in every other part of prophecy, there is a 
nearer prophetic foreground of events, whose fulfillment was to guar- 
antee the more distant, the restoration of the city and polity in a period of 
49 years from a decree to be issued. 484 years, from the end of those 49, 
were to reach to the Coming of Messiah the Prince. At a time within the 
490 years, but after the first 483, i. e. in the last 7, Messiah was to be cut 
off; in the midst of those 7, he was to make sacrifice to cease, but to con- 
jirm a covenant, not with all, but with the many ; transgression, sin, iniquity 
were to be effaced: everlasting righteousness was to be brought in; but city 
and sanctuary were to be destroyed by the overwhelming tide of the 
armies of a foreign prince; coming down upon the pinnacle of abomina- 
tions, and the desolation was to endure. 

Marvelous blending of mercy and judgment, harmonizing with all 
God’s other ways, and with the prophecies that a remnant® only would 
accept His mercies: yet inexplicable beforehand, and to be effected only 
by Divine power. The destruction and lasting desolation of city, temple, 
sacrifice, are closing traits of that vision which was to be the consolation 
of Daniel amid their present desolation, which was coming to an end. 
Sin is to be brought to an end and everlasting righteousness brought in ; 
and yet the desolation is to come, because sin is at its height, and in pos- 
session of the holy place itself. The Messiah is to be cut off, and the 
people no more to be His (as a whole ;) and yet He is to confirm the cov- 
enant with many; and this covenant must be plainly a new covenant, 
since the typical atonements for sin were to be abolished. 


1“He so uses it xi. 10, 22, 26, 40. from Is. 
viii. 8.” Hengst. In Nah. i. 8. the allusion is 
probably to the mode of the destruction. 
See lbs 2is: x. 22, xvid? 8 Ps: «xxii. 

4 The root is used of a large flow of water, 
Ps. xxviii. 20; overflowing, 2 Chr. xxxii. 4; 
washing away, Job. xiv. 19; of rains, Job 
XXxviii. 25, Ezek. xiii. 11, 13, xxxviii. 22; ofa 
vessel flooded (i. e. thoroughly rinsed,) Lev. 


vi. 28, xv. 12; hands, Ib. 11; blood from the 
person, Ezek. xvi.9; a chariot, 1 Kings xxii. 
38; metaph. swept away, Ps. ]xix. 3, 16, [Heb.] 
exxiv. 4, Is. xxviii. 18, Prov. xxvii. 4; sweep- 
ing by (rapid rushing) of horse to the battle, 
Jer. vili. 6; inundating with righteousness, 
Is. x. 22; of a stream sweeping away, Is. xxx. 
28, xliii. 2, Jer. xlvii. 2, Cant. viii.'7; inpour- 
ing, Is. Ixvi.12. 5See on Joel ii. 32. p. 199. 
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All this meets in one in the Gospel. He, the so long looked-for, came; 
He was owned as the Messiah; He did cause the sacrifices of the law to 
cease; He was cut off; yet He did make the covenant with the many; a 
foreign army did desolate city and temple; the temple for these 1800 
years has lain desolate; the typical sacrifices have ceased, not through 
disbelief in their efficacy on the part of those to whom they were once 
given. The city rose from its ashes, but not for them ; long, not for them 
even to look upon, and, even now, to be strangers in it, not having a 
house of their own in the Holy City’. 

Now what does the school of Porphyry give us in exchange? The 
failure in accounting for the periods of time in the prophecy is the least 
portion of their failure. The heterogeneousness of the events which they 
bring together, the unmeaningness of the whole, the impossibility of 
bringing the parts into any one connection, or so as to bear at all on the 
situation of Daniel or the people, evince yet more, that the unmeaning- 
nesses, which they have brought into the prophecy, cannot be its 
meaning. 

First, as to time. Since the close of the 490 years, if counted even from 
the edict of Cyrus, falls 118 years after Antiochus, and within 42 years of 
our Lord’s Birth, the 118 years have to be removed. This is, for the most 
part, effected thus; they assume that the ground of Daniel’s prayer was 
the nonfulfillment of Jeremiah’s prophecy of the restoration of the 
. people and of the city. They say, “the 69th year was now come, and 
yet there was no appearance that the prophecy would be completed, for 
city and temple were still desolate. Gabriel is sent to announce to him, 
that the 70 years of Jeremiah are not to be counted as common years, 
but as 70 weeks of years.” Thus the commencement of the 490 years is 
to be thrown back to some period of the captivity, and the first 49 years 
are to be disposed of before the date of the prophecy and the time of 
Cyrus. Then, because the years would still be too long, the 62 sevens of 
years are to begin again at the same date. Cyrus is to be the Messiah of 
v. 25. The Messiah in vy. 26 is to be a different person. Those chosen 
have been, Nebuchadnezzar, or Alexander, both of whom died by a 
natural death; (Alexander B.C. 328.) or Seleucus Philopator, who. was 
poisoned by his treasurer Heliodorus*, 175, B. C.; or Onias III. a deposed 
high priest, who was murdered by one Andronicus, a Syrian governor, at 
Daphne near Antioch, about 171, B.C., the murderer being put to death 
by Antiochus Epiphanes*. The prince who was to come is to be Antiochus, 
whose profanation of the temple was in December or January 168, B.C. 


1This was stated to the Rey. G. Williams, of its lasting desolation, a superabundance 


author of “the Holy City,” by Signor Pierotti, 
(Architect under France to the Holy Land 
and Architect Engineer to Surraya Pasha 
of Jerusalem) the author of the excellent 
chart of Jerusalem, who had been for some 
time employed by the Turkish Govern- 
ment as Chief Surveyor of the public works. 
I mention this as a fact only, an illustration 


of fulfillment. That desolation of 1800 years 
would not be less signal, if, at any time, the 
Jews should anew acquire property in Jeru- 
salem, preparing the way probably for Anti- 
Christ. 

2y. Lengerke, pp. 407, 8. 

3See ab. Lect. 3. p.. 177. 

42 Mace. iv. 31-38. 
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The objectors, in this, strangely confuse the actual situation of Daniel 
in that 69th year of the captivity, and that of their own Pseudo-Daniel 3 
centuries and a half afterward. To Daniel that 69th year was a year of 
longing expectation. The70th year brought the fulfillment of the prophecy 
in Cyrus’ decree. In the time of the supposed Pseudo-Daniel, every 
instructed Jew knew that prophecy to have been fulfilled. The assumed | 
non-fulfillment of the 70 years is in direct contradiction to the admitted 
testimony of those times. Zechariah alludes to it!; Ezra asserts that the 
proclamation of Cyrus in the first year of his reign was in order to its 
fulfillment. * In the first year of Cyrus, king of Persia, that the word of the 
Lord by the mouth of Jeremiah might be fulfilled, the Lord stirred up the spirit 
of Cyrus, king of Persia, that he made a proclamation throughout all his king- 
dom, permitting the Jews to return, and aiding them to rebuild their tem- 
ple. But, with this fact, the whole plea for dating back the 490 years is 
gone. It was a strange theory, that, on account of the non-fulfillment of 
a prophecy, at a time before that assigned for its fulfillment, another was 
commissioned to declare, that the 70 years, which the former prophet had 
predicted, were not to be 70 years, but 7 times 70 years. It would have 
been a mockery, declaring what Jeremiah had said in God’s Name to be 
false. For the words of Jeremiah admitted of no such extension. It was 
a definite prophecy, which, if not fulfilled, would have failed; which 
admitted of no eking out, (for 70 years could in no way have meant 490 
years,) but which was believed at the time to be fulfilled, and which was 
fulfilled to the letter. The theory supposes the prophecy of the 70 weeks 
to have been written to explain the non-fulfillment of that, which they, 
to whom this amended prophecy is supposed to have been given, believed 
and knew to have been fulfilled. 

Then too, the words, from the commandment to restore and to build Jeru- 
salem unto Messiah the prince, is 7 weeks and 62 weeks, cannot be disjoined. 
And this, on account both of the language and substance of the 
prophecy. 

In regard to its substance, the gifts which had just before, in the sum- 
mary of the prophecy, been promised at the end of the 70 weeks, are those 
which all other prophets prophesied as gifts through the Messiah. | No 
critic doubts of this, whether any one believes that those promises were 
ever fulfilled or no. No rationalist interpreter questions that those prom- 
ises were made, and were expected to be fulfilled in that “golden age,” 
the Coming of the Messiah. No one doubts of this, as to this prophecy. 
But then, since the times of the Messiah were, according to the admitted 
meaning of the words of the prophecy, to begin at the close of the 70 
weeks, or 490 years, it could not be meant that the Messiah should come, 
when +5 only of the period had elapsed, at the end of the first 49. 

In regard to language; if the words, and threescore and two weeks, were 
joined on to what follows, (as is required by this theory’,) and threescore 
and two weeks, the street shall be built again, and that in troublous times, then 


1]. 12 sqq. 2 Kar. i. 1. 
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the meaning would be, that the street, i.e. the city, should be in building 
through that whole period of 484 years}, which is absurd in itself, and 
contrary to the theory, in that the first portion of the period, during 
which it is to be in building, would coincide with that in which it was to 
lie desolate, in the past Gna: . Further, a decree to restore and build 
Jerusalem is, according to these theories, not to be any decree or com- 
mandment of God, but a prophetic promise. This is contrary to the 
idiom, both in itself and in the context also, in that, the identical words 
having just been used of a direct command of God, those same words are 
now to signify, not a command, but a single prophecy. The words are, 
“from the going forth of a word,” (or “command,”) “to restore,” &c. It 
is word, not “the word.” But “word,” simply and indefinitely, is not used 
to designate the word of God, or prophecy, apart from any mention that it 
is “the word of God,” any more than our “word” would be. But now, 
in the immediate context, the going forth of the word had been used of the 
issuing of a command from God to Gabriel, which command he obeyed. 
In no language would the same idiom be used in different senses in two 
places so closely adjacent. The prophecy of Jeremiah also, B.C. 606, was 
a prophecy of the desolation of Jerusalem and of the 70 years of the 
duration of that desolation. It was, as Daniel speaks of it in this chapter, 
the word of the Lord to accomplish 70 years in the desolations of Jerusalem. 
A prophecy, in God’s Name, vf a desolation of the city for a limited 
period, involves that such desolation should last only for that period; yet 
it would be unheard-of language to callthe prophecy of that temporary 
desolation a word or promise to restore and rebuild it. Yet this is the only 
prophecy of Jeremiah’, to which Daniel refers. Hosea, Amos, Micah, 


1Lengerke acknowledges that Hengsten- 
berg has shewn this. Ewald had laid down 
as a general rule, “In assigning dates, the 
accusative is used, if the action belongs to 
the whole period. But if you would express, 
that the action falls at a definite moment 


Lengerke, as a nominative absolute, and sixty 
and two weeks—the street shall be built again. 
Without the addition of D3, “in them,” the 
words would express what was either in 
doing throughout the time, or what was done 
at the end of it, whereas the rebuilding of 


within a larger period, J must be used, as 
the Ablative is in Latin.” The only apparent 
exception is, where the larger space is itself 
very limited, and is used as a sort of adverb; 
as in German you might say, “diesen Tag, 
diese Stunde, diese Woche,” and we could 
say colloquially, “this month, this year,” for 
“within this month or this year;” but, “these 
seventy years,” “diese siebenzig Jahre,” we 
or they could not say, except in the sense, 
“all though these seventy years.” IW 
“this year,” for, “‘in the course of this year,’ 
(Jer. xxviii. 16,) is so completely an adverb, 
that you cannot say ST mwa with the 
demonstr. Pron., but must say wan Iw, 
as it is in Jer. xxviii. 17. So also DNaT Is. 
xxvii. 6.” On the same principle, it ‘Would 
be contrary to the idiom, to construe with 


Jerusalem began, on the rationalist hypo- 
theses, after the first ten, or seven of the 62 
weeks; in our belief, during the course of 
the seven. See Hengst. Christol, iii. 72, 3. 
Ewald, consistently, rendered, “ throughout 
62 weeks.” (D. Proph. ii. 568.) Maurer theor- 
ized that Seleucus might have contributed to 
the improvement of the city; Résch asserted 
that the city was then completed. “He [Sel. 
Phil. seems to have amplified the city which, 
beyond question, had been long ago re- 
stored.” Maur. “The completion of the 
building of the city under Seleucus 1V.” 
Résch, Stud. u. Krit. 1834. p. 288. 

2“They (Lengerke, &¢c.) maintain consist- 
ently, that the building of the city Jerusalem 
was carried on during the captivity, or the 
time when it lay waste.” Wies. p. 103. 

3 Jer, xxv. 9-11, 
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Isaiah had prophesied the restoration of Judah from captivity; Micah 
and Isaiah had specifically promised a restoration from Babylon. There 
is then no more ground to select a prophecy of Jeremiah that God would, 
after the 70 years, cause them to return to that place, than one of Micah 
and Isaiah. No one would think of representing those other prophecies 
as decrees to restore and build Jerusalem. Why? Because, when those 
prophecies were delivered, Jerusalem was not yet besieged, much less 
destroyed. There is no more reason to select a prophecy of Jeremiah, 
B.C. 606, than that of Micah, B. C. 758-26; i. e. there is no reason to take 
either. 

But, further, let people (which they will not allow to believers) place the 
beginning of the period where they will, they cannot make either the 
whole sum, or its several portions, agree with any event in history before 
Antiochus, if only they adhere to the obvious principle, that the parts are 
equal to the whole, and so, that 7+62+1 are the same as the 70 men- 
tioned just before. This was, of course, in any honest way impossible. 
It was a postulate of “pure intellect” that the prophecy should close in 
the life-time of the imagined author, accordingly not later than 164 B.C., 
the date of the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, which, since, on the 
hypothesis, the Man of God could not prophesy, he must be supposed to 
have outlived. But 164+490 would carry us back to 654, B.C. in the 
reign of Manasseh}, before the birth of Jeremiah, whose prophecy was 
thus to be explained. Yet the axiom, that there could be no definite pre- 
diction, was more self-evident than what to our childhood seemed self- 
evident, that 2 and 2 make 4. Anyhow, man willed that the axiom 
should remain unquestioned, and the science of numbers had to give way 
before it. Granted, for the time, that Jeremiah’s prophecy of the desola- 
tion of Jerusalem could, by any human being, be seriously called, “the 
going forth of a word to restore and to build it;” still, from 606 B.C. 
there was an overplus of 48 years on the whole. Or, granted that the 
actual destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, when there was no 
contemporary prophecy of its restoration ?, was that “ word to restore and 
rebuild it,” this, absurd as it was, while it obtained an approximate num- 
ber of years for the first 7 weeks, (52 for 49), if Cyrus was to be the Mes- 
siah, increased the discrepancy by 18 years. But the difficulty as to the 
whole period was but the first item. Two other problems had to be 
worked out in harmony with the solution adopted for this. It was be- 
lieved by most of the school, with a certainty equal to that claimed for 
revelation, that Messiah the prince (v. 26,) was Cyrus. Another Messias 
had to be found, who was to be cut off after the 62 weeks, or 434 years; 
also some one (since he was not to be the Messiah) who should “make a 
covenant with the many” for the last 7 years, in the midst of which 7 


lI see that Bohmer consistently adopted this as to “its genuine portions,” [i.e. what 
this, as the beginning. See below, p. 216. he, Hitzig, allows to be so,] on the ground 

2There is nothing to place the prophecy, that, as he thinks, Jer. xxxi. 15. relates to 
Jer. xxx. 18,in that year. Hitzig assumes that event. 
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years he was to make sacrifice and oblation to cease, and at the end of 
which he was himself, (so the school agreed,) to come to an end. 

These were the impossible problems for unbelief to solve; it had to 
solve them for itself, which was, so far, easier; for nothing is impossible 
for unbelief to believe, except what God reveals. 

The impossible numbers were to be reduced somehow; men tried their 
hands all ways. 

One! only was found to declare the three last verses at least a Rabbini- 
cal gloss; one or two only (it is almost strange that no more were found 
to support the scheme) declared that all the weeks were literal weeks. 
An essay of an English deist?, who took this line, was almost unnoticed 
in England’; was translated twice into German, “received with much 
applause,” but, in 7 years, “it was almost forgotten‘.” It was remoulded®; 
but this we are told, “®found least reception of any.” 

“Not until the light, which rose upon the theological world in the last 
century, had reached its full lustre,” the Germans tell us’, “could Corrodi 
and Eichhorn succeed in winning their age to the right understanding of 
the passage.” Only, Corrodi was stiil so far benighted, that he thought 
that, take the numbers how men would, they must be real numbers. He 
saw too that the whole period must end with the Messiah. Since then 
the numbers, like water, did not admit of compression, and could not be 
condensed before the time of Epiphanes, and since there was no Messiah 
then, he detached the unreducible 49 years from the beginning and 
added them on to the end, so that, in lieu of Daniel’s divisions, 49, 484, 7, 
it was to be 434, 7, 49°. The 434 years were to run from the prophecy of 
Jeremiah, B. C. 606, to Antiochus Epiphanes’ 1st invasion of Judea, B. C. 
170; the 7 years were to extend to B.C. 164, the death of Antiochus; 
and the 49 years, which, in Daniel, stand at the beginning, were to repre- 
sent a period after the death of Antiochus, when the Messias is to have 
been expected to come, but did not. Corrodi’s plan conceded too much 
of the natural meaning, and was itself too obviously unnatural. It was, 
so far, the testimony of an opponent, that the natural interpretation was, 
that the prophecy should close with the coming of the Messiah, and that 
the numbers of years were to be real bon4i fide years. So Eichhorn tried 
another way ®. He revived a theory, which in Harduin™ had been rever- 


1 Lowenheim. 

2A Free Enquiry into Daniel’s Vision and 
Prophecy of 70 weeks. London 1776. It was 
translated into German twice, in 1783 by 
Preiss, and in 1785. 

3No trace of the book ean now be found. 
It is not in the British Museum, nor in the 
University Libraries of Oxford or Cam- 
bridge. There is no notice of itin any English 
Bibliographieal book, nor can one of our 
ablest booksellers discover it. It is just al- 
luded to by Wintle on Daniel ix. 24. 

4Kichhorn, Allgem. Biblioth. iii. 781-790. 
The English writer “referred” the prophecy 


to “Cyrus and the fate of the Jews in his 
time.” Ib. ry 

5 Eekermann, Theol. Beitr. i. 1. pp. 183 sqq. 

§ Wieseler, Die 70 Wochen, p. 69. i 

7 Bertholdt, Daniel, p. 601. 

8Corrodi, Krit. Gesch. d. Chil. iii, 253. 
Wieseler, having first declared his solution 
“ self-evidently arbitrary and at variance with 
the text,” afterward adopted it. 

9 Allg. Bibliothek da. Bibl. Litt. B. 3. p. 793. 
Hebr. Proph. iii. 47. 

10Chronologia Vet. Test. Opera Selecta, pp. 
692 sqq. defended in his Diss. de LXX heb- 
dom. Daniel. Ib. pp. 880sqq. Collins (Scheme 
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ential, (for he acknowledged a fuller fulfillment in Christ,) in Marsham 3 
was sceptical; and which, having found no soil in England to root in, had 
been transplanted to Germany, where it met a want, the want to be rid 
of the prophecy of Daniel. The principle adopted from Marsham was, 
not to take the 70 weeks or 490 years, as one entire sum, but to divide 
them into two, so that the first period of 7 weeks or 49 years should 
somehow run parallel with the first portion of the 63 weeks, and so 
should not be counted. The selfsame years of time were to serve, as 
portions both of the 49 and of the 441 years; so that, in fact, the sum 
total was to be, not 490, but 441; a process like that of the steward, wise 
in his generation but unjust, who bade his Lord’s debtors write “ fifty ” or 
“fourscore” instead of a “hundred.” Yet, even thus, the numbers 49 
and 441 would not fit in to the periods assigned to them. They could not 
be begun from any common date. 

There are 441 years from the 4th year of Jehoiakim, B. C. 606, to B. C. 
165, the year when the temple was cleansed after the profanation by 
Antiochus; but from B. C. 606, to Cyrus, B. C. 536, (if he was to be made 
the Messiah of v. 25,) there were not 49 years only, but 70. How then 
was the number 49 to be accounted for at all? Harduin accounted for it 
in his way, by selecting, for the close of the 49 years, a date of his own, 
with which the Jews were not directly concerned, B. C. 557, which he as- 
signed as the date of Cyrus’ conquest of Media*. Marsham, in ignorance 
of Hebrew, took Daniel’s 3 weeks fasting and prayer, in the third year of 
Cyrus, to be weeks of years, whereas they are expressly called weeks of 
days*; and these 21 invented years were, in some not very intelligible 
way, to be deducted from the 70 years of the Captivity. The 49 years 
then were to represent the remaining years of the Captivity, and to be 
dated from the expiration of the 21, which were somehow to be its 
first 21 years; while the 441 years, or, (as Marsham, again in ignorance 
of Hebrew®, made them,) 4444 years, were to commence from the 


of Literal Prophecy, pp. 175 sqq.) inthe main 
followed Harduin. The discrepancy of the 
first period, in this way, he gets over thus; 
“All which, Chronology proves to have hap- 
pened. For, from the 4th year of Jehoiakim, 
wherein the prophecy of the 70 years’ cap- 
tivity, or of the deliverance from thence at 
the end of 70 years in the first of Cyrus, was 
made to Jeremiah, there are seven weeks or 
49 years.” i.e. 49 are the same as 70. The su- 
pernumerary years, even from this date, he 
gets rid of, by supposing that two persons are 
prophesied in the words, “unto Messias the 
Prince,” in y. 25, so that the words should 
mean, “unto Messias the prince, Cyrus, there 
shall be seven weeks, and unto another Mes- 
sias prince there shall be 62 weeks.” Cyrus 
was the first; and “No one can doubt,” (he 
’ gays, p. 182,) “that the name Messias belongs 
still better to Judas Maccabeeus, since he is 


ealled ‘the valiant man that delivered Israel,’ 
(1 Mace. ix. 21.) and ‘your captain and fight- 
ing the battles of the people.’” (ii. 66.) The 
difficulty as to the 62 weeks and the one 
week he gets over summarily, by counting 
them together, so that they should contain 
the time from the 4th of Jehoiakim to A. 8. 
148, when the sanctuary was cleansed. The 
death of Antiochus, according to him, lay be- 
yond the 63 weeks. 

1Canon Chron. pp. 610sqq. He closed with 
the words, meant to hint what he did not 
eare to ayow; “An ultra Epiphanem pros- 
pexerit Daniel, viderint alii.” 

2S. Luke xvi. 6, 7. 

4 Dan. x. 2. See E. Marg. 

5 Rendering “half of a week,” instead of 
“the half, or midst of the week,” i.e. of the 
one week just mentioned, as the use of the 
article requires, pjIWT YN. 


3p. 596. 
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original date 606 B.C. The 633 weeks,=444} years, were to last from 
4107 of the Julian Period to 4551 (i.e. from B. C. 607 to B.C. 163) ; 
the 62 weeks were to reach to the beginning of the reign of Epipha- 
nes?: the one week was to be the time in which he had not profaned 
the temple*; the half week, the time from the capture of the city ?; 
the Messias to be cut off, were to be the high priests generally *. 
Marsham’s hypothesis, however, of the 21 years, which were to ex- 
plain the 49, was obviously absurd, and in flagrant contradiction to the 
text. So Eichhorn tried to mend it in his way. He began, (as others 
after him,) at the end, as being the easiest. He paraphrased, rather 
than translated, but as no one else would; “* During a week of years, 
religion will shew its power with many®;” from A.S. 148, to the re- 
consecration of the temple at the beginning of A.§S. 148, he counted 6 
years, [of course, since he did not claim to count both extremities in- 
clusively, from 143 to 148 are 5 years not 6; the actual persecution up 
to that time had lasted 3 years only:] “6 years might very well in 
poetry count for 7; the suspension of the daily sacrifice was to be 33 
[really 3] years.” Then he left the early part of Epiphanes’ reign 
a vacuum, and calculated that 62 weeks or 434 years would go back 
from the beginning of the reign of Epiphanes, when Onias was deposed, 
B. C. 175, to B. C. 609, 3 years only before Jeremiah’s prophecy: but 
“9 years” he said®, “cannot come into account in a reckoning by sep- 
tennia, since a round reckoning never troubles itself about a trifle.” 
Then, as to the 7 weeks, he took so far the plain meaning, that the 
decree to restore Jerusalem must be some actual command to rebuild 
it, and chose as his starting-point the first year of Cyrus. From 536 
B. C. then, he said’, the years, if counted forward, would come to no year 
of marked importance to the Jews: Messiah the prince must be an oppres- 
sor: and Xerxes, although very nearly one, was not. Counted backward, 
49 years would be, he says, only 2 years short of the destruction of Jeru- 
salem by Nebuchadnezzar, [really 3; he himself calls them 52 years.] 
All then, he says, was plain. It was to be a new interpretation of Jere- 
iniah’s prophecy. ‘“ Jeremiah, when speaking of the 70 years of misfor- 
tune, [Jeremiah spake not of misfortune but of captivity, ] did not mean 70 
years in their most especial sense, but 70 seven-years. To the end of the 
captivity, were not 70 years, only 7 weeks or 49 years. But if you take 7 
seven-years, and count in addition the 62 seven-years, which elapsed from 
the time when Jeremiah spoke, to Antiochus Epiphanes, and add the 7 
years of his persecution, you have then the exact point of time when the 
new good-fortune of the Jews was to take its beginning.”” In other words, 
because 70 years elapsed from the prophecy of Jeremiah to the end of 


1p. 615. 2p. 617. 3p. 616. change the subject, and make J)" the sub- 
4 Allgem. Biblioth. f. Bibl. Lit. iti. p. 787. ject, he would have placed it before the verb. 


5 Literally, ‘‘ the covenant will infuse might 2) 3, often as it occurs as the object of a 
into many.” He recognized the right mean- yerb, CHO COLINAS agent. 


ing of the word 3)")3, God’s covenant with 8p. 791. 
man; but 1) if the prophet had meant to Tp. 792. 
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the Captivity, but only 49 of these after the destruction of Jerusalem, 
therefore, on the one hand, you were to count 70 weeks of years, viz. 490 
years, but, on the other, to deduct from them 49 years. Why? He says, 
“the word ‘after’ is used-to mark succession of time ; since then it is not 
used here, it is implied that the time is coincident.” In this way, by 
counting at one time backward, at another forward, and by dishonest 
criticism, Eichhorn, as far as he could, veiled the fact, that the simple 
words, “from the going forth of the command to restore and rebuild 
Jerusalem unto Messiah, (or, as he rendered, an Anointed Prince,) are 7 
weeks and 62 weeks, street and wall shall be built,” were, according to. 
him, to mean, “from Cyrus’ command to restore and build Jerusalem 
unto the anointed prince Nebuchadnezzar who destroyed it, are 7 weeks, 
and during threescore and two weeks shall street and wall be rebuilt.” 
Threescore and two weeks from when? Not from the command to re- 
build it which he had selected ; not from the destruction which he had 
specified; but from Jeremiah’s prophecy, before it was destroyed ; so that 
the point of time prefixed to the whole, “from the going forth of the 
command, &c.” was, in regard to the first two words?, “seven years,” to 
mean the decree of Cyrus, and for the next three words’, “ three-score 
and two weeks,” to mean the prophecy of Jeremiah, 70 years before it. 
Eichhorn owned the unnaturalness of all this, and called it ‘ cabbalistic ;” 
but the fault was to be with the prophet, not with his own non-natural 
interpretation. Eichhorn in this way veiled also the fact, that, even from 
Jeremiah’s prophecy, the 62 weeks or 434 years brought him to an 
unmarked period, the 5th year of Epiphanes‘*; and that so the last week, 
(really 8 years) had no marked beginning, and that the deposition of 
Onias III. which, according to him, was to be the cutting-off of the 
Messias, at the beginning of the reign of Antiochus®, took place during, 
not, as the text says, after the 484 years®. Eichhorn, however, was an 
oracle in those times, and the result was what was wished for; so it was 
ruled that all this was an adequate representation of the prophet’s mean- 
ing. It was received by those ’who were themselves received as Theolo- 


1 According to Eichhorn, the use of "8 
was to mark the succession of time, and 
for this he quoted vive 26, 7, thus, 
jy). Waa) D2 Iw OwY Dd yiawi VAS 
InN paw (vey 319 paraphrasing, “after the 
62. weeks of years, is a week of years to be 


contrary to the Hebrew, he rendered, p. 796. 
But then the words themselves, “half of the 
week,” mark that the half-week belongs to 
the week preceding, not the absence of 
“IT. 

| nyaw oO praw. 


sought, in which religion, &c.,” but he well 
knew that he had falsified the taxi. in which 
the order depends, not on the *\7{&, but on 
the continuity of the narrative; ‘“‘ Messias 
shall be cut off, and he shall have nought, 
and city and sanctuary,” &c. (V°2) not 
3°37) “and he shall confirm,” &e. So, 
contrariwise, he knew well that the words 
nar maw paw °¥M) should be ren- 
dered, “the half of the week,” as he had 
rendered it, p. 786, not “a half week,” as, 


14 


ita) Ww pw Dyiaw. 

4 606-434 = 172. Antiochus succeeded A. 8. 
137. (1 Mace. i. 10.) B. C. 176. 

52 Mace. iv. 7-10. 6 Dan. ix. 26. 

7“Tt deserved the applause with which it 
was received by two of the most celebrated 
and renowned Theologians of our times, 
(Ammon Bibl. Theol. ii. 207 sqq. ed. 2. Paulus 
Comm. tib. d. N. T. iii. 415 sqq. ed. 2. note) 
and other unknown Scholars in literary 
journals.” Bertholdt, Dan. pp. 605, 6. 
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gians. Only, for Nebuchadnezzar, Paulus substituted, as the Messiah, the 
weak Zedekiah, who imprisoned God’s prophet, gave him over to death, 
when overborne by his princes}, did evil in the sight of God’, rebelled 
against God and man, trusting in man %, destroyed his country, and died 
a natural death‘, as a perjured rebel®, in the prisons of Babylon. 
Paulus tried to cover Eichhorn’s arbitrariness by other renderings, as 
arbitrary. Having reached to Zedekiah from Cyrus, he re-bounded from 
Zedekiah’s captivity, B.C. 588, to the murder of Onias, according to 
Ussher, B. C. 171, so far, at least, in conformity with the text. This, how- 
ever, being only 417 years, was 17 years before the close of the 434 which 
he had to fitin. So, by aid of a meaning of his own, the words were to 
run, ‘and during the flowing-by of the times, and after the threescore 
and two weeks, shall Messias be cut off, and the people of the prince 
which shall come shall destroy the city and sanctuary ;” 1. e. Onias III. 
was to be murdered 17 years before the lapse of the 4384 years, and Antio- 
chus was to destroy city and sanctuary after them. Only, every one but 
himself, and probably himself too, knew, that the words must mean, “in 
straitness of the times,” not, “in the flowing-by of the times ®;”’ so the 
new explanation was only another confession of the difficulty, which it 
owned by trying so to solve it and failing. 

Yet it was patently unnatural. So then yet another, who was long the 
recognized interpreter’? of Daniel, virtually avowed their incompetency 
to explain the numbers; only, of course, since the application to Antio- 
chus was infallible, the fault was to rest with the prophet, not with his 
expositors. It was owned that the 70 years could not so be counted, it 
was alleged that they were not meant to be counted. They were to be 
an indefinite prophetical number. The word “ weeks ”’ was only to stand, 
because in sound it resembled “seventy ®;” a comment or rather “9a 
parody on the 70 years of Jeremiah.” 

It being assumed, that the 70 years of Jeremiah were not to be taken 
precisely, so neither, it was assumed, were the 70 weeks of years; and so, 
neither were the divisions of those years, selected prominently by the pro- 
phet, 7, 62, 1; and the number to be compressed was apparently that 
which had least the character of a round number, 62. Had it but been 
60, or 63! These would, at least, have been multiples of other numbers, 
10 or 7; but 62 is so solid, angular, unreducible, matter of fact, sort of 
number, as unlike a “round number” as could be. No process of divid- 
ing, subtracting, combining, could make its elements, sacred numbers or 
“round numbers.” There it stood, as if to set at nought the theory of 


1 Jer. xxxviii. 5. with psn ig. NT “setup.” To “flow by” 
22 Kgs. xxiv. 19, Jer. xxxvii. 2. é . 4 

2 is quite foreign from th a 
8 Ezek. xvii. 15. 4 Jer. lii. 11. . . pence 


5 Ezek. xvii. 13, 16, 18-20, 2 Chr. xxxvi. 13. : Berholls Daniel) pokenmallerabridesd 

64}¥ twice, in kal, is i. q. ps “poured,” Bertholdt’s statements, and (as was his wont) 
is . gave them out unacknowledged as his own; 

“nostra sententia,” i. e. by adoption, in Daniel, 

p. 322. 

“column,” 1 Sam. ii. 8, xiv. 5, is connected 8 Bertholdt, pp. 610, 11. 9Ib. p. 612. 


Job xxix. 6, Is. xxvi. 16. once intr. “was 
poured out,” Job xxviii. 2. The noun Psy» 
7 
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“round numbers,” and to require an unevasive matter-of-fact explana- 
tion. So then the knot, which could not be solved, was to be cut. The 
other parts, 7 and 1, were held to be accounted for; and whereas, the 
more precise these numbers were, the more one should expect the re- 
maining solid number to be so, this was, contrariwise, to be the very 
reason why it should not. For the first 49 years a very definite period 
was to be found, that from the destruction of Jerusalem to Cyrus; the 
last 7 years were to be made seemingly to correspond (which they did 
not) with the period of the persecution of Antiochus. And then, two 
periods having been explained, the middle and largest was to be allowed 
to be false. It was said, that the writer, having once fixed upon the num- 
ber 70, had to fill it up; and so was obliged to falsify the time from Cyrus 
to Antiochus Epiphanes, making it 62 weeks, or 484 years, instead of 361 
years, because otherwise the number 70 could not be made out. 

One ground for introducing Epiphanes at all into the prophecy of the 
70 weeks was, that he was prophesied of in the 8th and 11th chapters. 
Bertholdt extended the argument, and, since Alexander was also prophe- 
sied of in those chapters, inferred that he must be spoken of here also?; 
and, since there was no other place for him, he was to be the Messias to be 
cut off. Since, however, Alexander died a natural death, B.C. 328, and 
the alleged commencement of Antiochus’ persecution was in December, 
168 B.C., a century and a half later, therefore the words, “after the 62 
weeks,” were (contrary, of course, to all language,) to mean “?7n their 
latter half,” (in fact when ? of the period had not expired ;) nay, yet more, 
(“through *prolepsis and sullepsis,”) it was to be used of events both 
before and after. According to the new enlightened criticism then, the 
words were to mean, “ And toward the end of the threscore and two weeks 
shall an Anointed [Alexander] be cut off and have no [successor out of 
his own relations]; and the city and sanctuary shall the army of a subse- 
quent* prince destroy ;” although the death of Alexander was 150 years 
before the expiry of the 62 weeks, and the alleged destruction of the city 
and temple after their close, not to mention the fact, that neither city nor 
temple were destroyed by or under Antiochus. Such was the new histor- 
ical and grammatical interpretation, of whose new light Bertholdt 
boasted °. 

So for 26 years Daniel had rest. The three main plans of getting rid of 
the superfluous years had been tried. Corrodi had disposed of them 
beyond the time of Epiphanes; Eichhorn had made them run parallel, 
and so had thrown them out of the calculation; Bertholdt had declared, 
that the largest was not to be taken precisely, i. e. no more of it than was 
convenient. ‘O ye sons of men, how long will ye love vanity, and seek 
after leasing?” One who should so keep accounts would meet the pen- 
alty of dishonesty ; one who should so make an astronomical calculation, 
would be counted a fool. But anything would do for “ scientific theology.” 


1Bertholdt, pp. 619-23, 8 Ib, 616. 4 N37. 
2 Toward the end,” pp. 619, 659-61. 5 See above, p. 206. 


22 SECOND STAGE OF RATIONALIST EXPOSITION. 


For, God says, “My people love to have it so.” They who will to be 
deceived, are deceived. No one then had any interest in offering any new 
solution ; for no one doubted that some one of the three solutions would 
do; and no one heeded, which. So that the reference to our Lord was 
buried, the rationalists, like the Jews, were hushed, for fear they should 
awake it. The less said about it the better. Bleek disposed of the whole 
discussion in two pages!; following the same division as Bertholdt, except 
that he made the 62 weeks end with Seleucus Nicator, (he meant, he said 
afterward ”, Philopator ;) and he first, (though in courteous terms,) assum- 
ing the infallibility of their theory, laid the blame of its incompatibility 
with facts upon the assumed ignorance of the writer. “The space really 
meant in the prophecies [of Jeremiah] was defined in [Daniel] to be 70 
seven-years, as to which we must needs assume, that the Author, accord- 
ing to his calculation of the time elapsed since Jeremiah, believed, that 
such was about its length.” Else he did not question Bertholdt. 

It was otherwise, after Hengstenberg revived from the dust the old 
belief, that Jesus and His Atoning Death were the end and object of the 
prophecy, and that we have here a real definite prediction. Thenceforth, 
all was commotion to tread out the spark ere the fire should be kindled. 
Yet the ways already tried had exhausted all practicable methods of 
making away with the obnoxious years; so the new schemes were only 
the old ones re-cast, mostly with some fresh monstrousness. 

One maintained that the 70 weeks, v. 24, after which those great bless- 
ings were to be given, were weeks of days*; but the 7, 62, 1, (vv. 25-27,) 
were to be weeks of years; only that the writer did not mean the 7 years 
to be counted at ali*. He then asks himself the naif question; ‘“*If the 
writer did not mean them to be counted, why did he name them at all?” 
The answer is scarcely credible. “In part, in order to harmonize with an 
assumed omission of 7 years of the 70 of Jeremiah’s prophecy of the 
Captivity ; in part, lest the 70 weeks of v. 24, should be counted as weeks: 

“ of years, and so, since there was no room for these seven weeks before 
Antiochus Epiphanes, any might be tempted to count them afterward, as 
Corrodi did.” In other words, the writer, having mentioned 70 weeks, is 
subsequently to have counted 7, 62, 1, weeks, which make up 70, in order 
to shew that the weeks in both are not to be taken in the same sense, as 
weeks of years. The framer of this scheme was amazed at the blindness 
of all critics, Messianic and anti-Messianic. All, he thought, were biassed, 
not tosee what was so evident®, yet what he himself afterward aban- 
doned’, in order to take up that which he here condemned, as being 
“Sself-evidently arbitrary and at variance with the text.” The ground of 
both his theories, in part, was, that he felt how incongruous® were the 
two descriptions; that of the close of the 70 weeks as described in vy. 24, 
and that of the 74+-62+1 weeks, in v. 27, if the subject in these last was 


1§chleierm. ZS. iii. 291, 2. 4b. pp. 101-5. 5p. 105. Sp. 106. 
2 Jahrbticher f. Deutsch. Theol. 1860. v. 87. TG6tt. gel. Anz. 1846. pp. 43. sqq. 
8 Wieseler, Die 70 Wochen, pp. 91-4. 8p. 71. 9p. 93. 
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Antiochus Epiphanes. Then also he saw clearly that the Messiah spoken 
of must be one and the same!. So does error again bear witness to the 
truth. 

Yet another? (I take only persons who have been or are held in repute) 
placed the 7 weeks at the beginning, running parallel with the 62, i.e. 
not counted at all, and then again at the end, equally not to be counted. 
This is a wantonness of contradiction to the text, which can only be ex- 
plained by the necessity of saying something, when there was nothing to 
be said. “The author,” he says’, “divides the period from the going | 
forth of the word of Jeremiah to the end, seemingly into 7+62+1 weeks. 
It would, however, be an error, if one were to sum up the three numbers, 
as they follow upon each other. Rather, the number is to be a mystery, 
and the seeming naturalness, with which it could be summed up, is pre- 
cisely intended to intensify the mysterious obscurity, The writer divides 
the period from the terminus a quo (i. e. 588, B. C.) into two, of 62 and 8 
weeks. In the first, he marks out a lesser period of 7 weeks to Cyrus, and 
then again counts from the same terminus a quo [i. e. still 588, B. C.]. 
So then the numbers 7 and 62 run parallel; both start from the same 
point, but the 7 comes to its close within the 62. This Jesser period he 
names for two reasons; 1) on account of the great importance of Cyrus 
to the Jews; 2) in this way the sacred number of 8 becomes prominent ; 
and even apart from this, he had no other choice. For since, in order to 
mark off more precisely the time of Antiochus and so to point him out 
more distinctly, 1 week (v. 27,) had to stand alone, and the number of 62 
weeks was fixed, in that he was compelled, going upward from the end, 
to distinguish an wnnamed period of 8 weeks*, because the time of Anti- 
ochus the Great, since which the Jews again stood under Syrian rule, had 
to be specially marked, he had no other number but 7 left. The 70 weeks 
had then a two-fold fulfillment. But the true way of counting is a veiled 
‘one. The numbers 7-+62+1 divide the sacred number 70 outwardly only. 
The true division is partly a hidden one; since only the period of 62 
weeks is named, the other of 8 weeks is passed over in silence.” 


reach down to 120 B.C. [119,] “when John 
Hyreanus had raised the condition of the 
Jews to their best estate.” The time of An- 
tiochus Epiphanes was to be marked by the 
week and the half week taken together. 
Lengerke answered, 1) that 609 was 22 years 
before Jerusalem was destroyed; 2) that 
there is no authority for such a date as to 
Cyrus; 3) that the death of Philopator was on 
this theory both to end the 62 weeks, and, (on 


1p. 103. 

2Von Lengerke, Daniel, p. 429. A good 
deal of his shew of learning was transferred 
tacitly to his pages from the writer whom he 
makes it an object to contradict, Havernick. 

8p. 429. 

4Lengerke apparently derived his “8 
weeks” from Rosch, (Stud. u. Kritik. 1834. 
pp. 276 sqq.) whom he refutes pp. 472, 3. 
Rosch, by a chronology of his own, placed the 


destruction of Jerusalem at B.C. 609; whence 
49 years reached to 560 B. C. when Cyrus was 
to have ascended the throne. (Harduin had 
taken 557 B. C. as the first year of Cyrus in 
Media. See ab. p. 207.) From the same year 
609, 62 weeks, or 434 years, were to come 
down to the death of Seleucus Philopator, 
B. 0.175; then 8 more weeks (56 years) would 


the hypothesis that he was the Messiah,) to 
follow after them; 4) that, in the text of 
Daniel the half-week was plainly a part of the 
week, as expressed by the article ypuaw Sia 
“in the half,’ or “the midst of, the week;” 
5) that there was no occasion for this exten- 
sion to Hyrcanus. The strange conception 
of the 8 weeks Lengerke adopted. 


914 EWALD’S TWO ATTEMPTS 


In plain language, in order to mark out an event, (the transfer of Pal- 
estine to Antiochus the Great through the defeat of Ptolemy Epiphanes, 
B.C. 208,) to which event there is no allusion in this prophecy, which 
event took place neither at the interval of 62 weeks (434 years) down- 
ward from the one term assumed, 588, (for this would go down to 154, 10 
years after the death of Antiochus Epiphanes) nor at the interval of 8 
weeks (56 years) upward from the other term assumed, the death of 
Epiphanes, 164, B. C. (for this would reach up to 220, B.C. which is no 
epoch at all, being 4 years after the accession of Antiochus, and 18 years 
before the defeat of Ptolemy)—in order, in short, to mark an event to 
which Lengerke owned that there was no allusion in Daniel, he assumed 
that the writer mentally divided the 70 weeks into 62 and 8, although 
neither of the numbers, 62 weeks which are named, or 8 which are not 
named, could be made to coincide with this unnamed event. And to 
arrive at this, the writer, dividing 7, 62, 1, is to have placed the 7 where 
it was not to be counted, and to have interposed the 62 between it and 
the 1, with which he assumes that it was to be counted, and yet not even 
thus to be counted with the 62 with which it stands connected. And this 
is given us, as “incontrovertible !,” as the literal unprejudiced exposition 
of the sacred text! 

So Ewald went back to one of the earlier ways of taking the numbers 
in their natural order, but making them inaccurate. First”, he took as 
his starting point the 4th year of Jehoiakim, 607, B.C., made Cyrus the 
Messiah in v. 25, then stretched on to Seleucus Philopator and made him 
the Messiah of v. 26, and his death, B.C. 176, the end of the 62 weeks or 
434 years, and the time of Antiochus, (according to him, the prince, who 
should come,) the 7 years. But the result was that, for 49 years he had 71; 
for 434, 360; for 7, 10; and, the excess in two items not counterbalancing 
the deficiency of the 38d, for the whole 490, he had 441. This being unsat- 
isfactory even to Ewald, he took? from Hitzig another date, that of the 
actual destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, B. C. 588, from which 
there were 49 years to B.C. 539, when, they supposed, that “the Jews 
may first have heard of Cyrus.” The last 7 years were to be from the 
death of Seleucus Philopator, B.C. 176, or 175, to 168, which was the date 
of the profanation of the temple by Antiochus. Every date assumed is 
alike arbitrary. At the destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar, no 
decree from God or man went forth to restore it. The approach of Cyrus 


1 Lengerke says (p. 445.) “‘That the count- surd, that the weak Seleucus Philopator, who 


ing [of the 62 weeks] is to Antiochus the 
Great, becomes incontrovertibly certain on this 
ground, that the Messiah who is to be cut off, 
can be no other than Seleucus Philopator who 
actually succeeded him, and ‘the prince’ 
who follows him is Antiochus Epiphanes, who 
in xi. 21. also (comp. 20,) is named as the im- 
mediate successor of Seleucus Philopator,” 
i.e. from an assumption transparently ab- 


attempted to plunder the temple, in order to 
pay his Roman tribute, but, in the 12 years of 
his reign, did nothing to be recorded, was 
spoken of as a Messiah cut off; it is to follow 
“ineontrovertibly,” that the 62 weeks, after 
which the Messiah was to be cut off, were to 
» end early in the reign of his father, 45 years 

before his death. | 

2 Die Propheten, ii. pp. 569, 70. 

3 Jahrbticher d. Bibl. Wiss. vi. p. 194. 
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was no marked epoch either at the time or afterward. Not at the time, 
upon the unbelieving hypothesis. It had no interest for the Jews then, 
except on the ground of their belief in Isaiah’s prophecy that God would 
restore them through Cyrus. Conquerors are not wont to give up a por- 
tion of their conquest, or to release the slaves of the vanquished, who, by 
right of conquest, have become their own. They do not trouble them- 
selves about the details of the component parts of the dissolved empire, 
which they incorporate into their own. It passes, as a whole, into the 
empire which subdues and absorbs it. Nineveh had been conquered by 
the Medo-Persians and Babylonians, but the 10 tribes remained where 
their conquerors had placed them. The change of masters does not alter 
the condition of slaves. Men were the strength of the country, the riches 
of their masters. The Jews were a peaceful, industrious, faithful popula- 
tion, inured, for the most part, (as the event shewed) to their condition. 
No human policy suggested their restoration ; past memories and present 
interests forbad it. 

As they had no ground to expect release beforehand, except from 
Divine prophecy, so, when the release came, the release itself became the 
memorable date, not the first anticipation of it. Even to a contempo- 
rary, the first twilight of dawning hope disappears in the full brightness 
of the reality when risen and effulgent. This is true of all history. The 
birth, not the travail-pangs the first forerunners of that birth, is the date 
of the new existence which is called into being. It is according to a law 
of our nature, that the date, when the Jews or Babylonians first heard of 
the approach of Cyrus, left no trace in history. Immediately after their 
deliverance, the first year of Cyrus, the date of that deliverance, became 
the marked era in their history. It is even absurd to suppose, that a 
date, at which no marked event, no change of relations or of outward 
circumstances, took place, from which nothing dated, should, (as this 
theory requires,) have become a date nearly three centuries and a,half 
afterward. 

The death of Seleucus Philopator, the supposed commencement of the 
last period, had no interest whatever for the Jewish people. At the 
beginning of his reign, he too! had sought to secure the good-will of the 
Jews by bearing the expense of. their sacrifices out of his own resources. 
After his attempt to plunder the temple, no mention is made of him in 
Jewish history. Secular history speaks of him, as reigning inactively and 
weakly on account of his father’s misfortune’. His death absolutely 
changed nothing, since the first years of Epiphanes were peaceable. 

The selection of the date of Antiochus’ desecration of the temple for the 
close of this last period is in direct contradiction to the prophecy to be 
explained. For the cessation of the sacrifice was to be in the midst of the 
week, i. e. after 84 years, not at the close of the 7 years. Such is the ac- 


1“JInsomuch that Seleucus too («ai Zérev- sought to plunder the temple.” 2 Macc. 


xov) the king of Asia,” &e. i.e. he, as well as iii. 3. 
his ancestors; or, “even he who afterward 2 App. Syr. 66. 
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curate agreement at the beginning and the end of the period, which, 
Ewald thought, determined the Pseudo-Daniel to place the 62 weeks, or 
434 years, in the middle, although the actual years were not 434, but 361, 
i. e. 73 less. Yet even thus conscience seems to require that some explan- 
ation, whether good coin or bad, should at least be tendered. So Ewald 
gave the solution, that seventy of the superfluous years may not have been 
counted, as being Sabbatical years, and the 3 other superfluous years 
might be employed to make up the period of Antiochus from 7 into 10. 
This is, of course, in the one case, much as if we were to say that there 
were only 818 days in our solar year because 52 days are Sundays; or as 
if two inaccurate sums became accurate, because the excess of the one 
was the same as the deficiency of the other. These solutions are so many 
idiosyncrasies; every one sees their arbitrariness except their parents. 

Rationalists have pleased themselves in exaggerating the variety of 
ways in which they say that Christians have counted the 70 weeks. Let 
them look at home. I have recounted twelve variations of the anti-Mes- 
sianic school, and I will add one more as a rare specimen of “scientific 
exposition.” 14One following Hitzig, yet owning that the 7 weeks must 
precede the 62, counts them back from B.C. 605, the date of Jeremiah’s 
prophecy, to B.C. 654, which he assumes to have been the date of 
Manasseh’s conversion ?, ‘ 

And so, the weary changes were rung, each refuting his predecessor, 
the last awaiting his refutation from his successor, or ofttimes taking up 
that which he had before condemned. Lengerke refuted Rosch, and 
Wieseler refuted Lengerke, and Hitzig, Wieseler; or they mutually ex- 
changed with each other. Wieseler took up with Corrodi; and Hofmann 
exchanged his theory for Ewald’s; and Ewald gave up what Hofmann 
took, for Hitzig’s*; and, at last, since the assumption, that the prophecy 
is no prophecy but a description of Antiochus, was to be infallible, and 
yet the periods given by Daniel were hopelessly irreconcilable with that 
assumption, the fault is to be thrown, not on the infallible theory, but on 
what, (whether men will it or no,) abides what it was, the word of God. 
Hitzig, in his arrogant way, says, “‘*If, in this way, the reckoning does 
not agree, then Daniel has erred, and the only question is to explain the 
error.” ‘The 7 weeks form the mpérov ypeddo¢ in the calculation.” “The 
Hebrews had no Chronology and no connected history of the Persian 
period.” Those who are more courteous to the aged Prophet say the 
same more courteously. “®The assumption of such an artificial and un- 
natural calculation is in reality contrary to the text. For it is said, 


1Béhmer, (Deutsch. Zeitschr. f. Christl. 
Wissenschaft u. Christl. Leben. Jan. 1857. pp. 
39 sqq.) quoted by Auberl. p. 169. 

22 Chr. xxxili. 16. 

8This is noticed by Auberlen, Dan. p. 
171. 


is some 9 weeks of years [63 years] less, but 
this cannot make us doubt an interpretation, 
supported by grounds so weighty, if we con- 
sider that there are in the Canon no chrono- 
logical data for this period, so that at least a 
later writer might easily follow an inaccurate 
4On Dan. pp. 169, 70. See Bleek, Schl. ZS. iii. calculation, especially if led by a special inte 
292 & Jahrb, d. Deutsch. Theoi. y. 84. “This rest.” [i.e. ignorance guided by fraud.] 
space [from Cyrus to Epiph.] is really shorter, § Bunsen, Gott in d. Gesch. i. 527, 29. 
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‘throughout 62 weeks shall Jerusalem be rebuilt.’ The beginning of this 
period then cannot be the year of the prophecy; it can only be that of the 
return under Cyrus. Why should not the author have found and adopted 
a calculation for the time from Cyrus to Epiphanes, wrong by 70 years?” 
“ Anyhow, one must assume here a blending of different calculations, if one 
will not content one’s self with a mere erroneousness of the hereditary chro- 
nology. But the numbers are too important to allow of a mere accident, and 
so one has, either, [with Hitzig] to assume that arbitrary double starting- 
point of the calculation downward, together with that strange twice-count- 
ing, or [with Ewald] to include the 70 years as their number, whereas, 
according to the literal meaning of the prophecy of Jeremiah, these might 
seem to be independent of any interpretation by weeks of years.” 

‘Such then is the result of this “scientific” criticism. It fixes the inter- 
pretation beforehand, at its own will; then it endeavors, in every way it 
can, to adjust with its theory the clear and definite statements of the text 
as to the seventy weeks of years, as divided into the periods of 7, 62, 1, 
and this one into its two halves. It adjusts the numbers, adapts the de- 
scriptions of those spoken of, as it wills; no one for the time interferes 
with it; it has free scope; it adjusts, re-adjusts, turns, re-turns, in every 
way it wills. It gives its explanations authoritatively ; no failure damps 
its confidence ; it has but to please itself; and it cannot. .After 80 years 
of twisting, untwisting, hewing at the knot, the knot is to them as fast and 
indissoluble as ever. ‘“ Except the Lord build the house, their labor is 
but lost that build it.”” They form a rope of sand, and wonder that it does 
not cohere; that, twist it how they will, it is but sand. And so at last. 
they throw up the problem; and, like insolent scholars, accuse not their 
own ignorance, but their Master’s. “It is not we who erred, but Daniel. 
The problem is insoluble in our way; therefore it cannot be solved at all.” 

And yet, in this very charge of error on the writer of the book of Daniel, 
they forget their own previous charges. This school objects to the book, 
that the writer had too minute a knowledge of the history of Alexander’s 
successors. ‘God does not,” they say, “so minutely reveal the future.” 
Good. So far then it is conceded that the account is accurate. Again, it 
says, that the writer was ignorant of the Persian history ; that he believed 
that there were only 4 Persian kings in all, and that the Persian empire 
lasted but 54 years; that the empire of Alexander was divided immedi- 
ately after his death!. Good, again. It concerns not us, whether God 
revealed to Daniel more of the future, than he has actually set down. 
But how this is to help the adaptation of the 70 weeks to the period from 
Jehoiakim or Cyrus to Antiochus Epiphanes, these theorists have to ex- 
plain. According to them, the writer knew accurately the period from 
the battle of Ipsus, B. C. 301, to B.C. 164. This gives 187 years. Add the 
54 years, during which these assume the writer to have believed the Per- 

~ sian Empire to have lasted, and the 10 of Alexander’s Asiatic wars. This 
_ gives us 201 years, which the writer is supposed to have believed to have 


1 Lengerke, p. 514. quoting also Bertholdt. 
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elapsed from Cyrus to the death of Antiochus Epiphanes. And yet they 
would have us to accept this as an explanation, why the writer of the book 
of Daniel should have supposed 63 weeks of years or 441 years to have 
elapsed from the 4th year of Jehoiakim or, if they would be but decently 
honest, from Cyrus, when a decree did go forth to restore and to build Jeru- 
salem, to Epiphanes.. They assume that the writer of the book of Daniel 
supposed the period from Cyrus to Antiochus Epiphanes, to have been 
little more than half of what it was, viz. 201 years, instead of 374’; and then, 
retaining the general term, “inaccuracy of Chronology,” they urge this 
as an argument why the writer may have fixed a period’, more than twice 
the length of the time which they themselves suppose him to have imagined 
the actual time to be. Their charge of “inaccuracy of chronology ”’ tells 
against themselves. 

And yet what one, the more bold because the least believing, speaks 
out, must have been in the consciences of many. “* After the death of 
Jesus, the Son of man, it was inevitable that they, to whom He was the 
‘Messiah, should refer to Him the words, * Messiah shall be cut off’ “® One 
might easily be tempted to interpret Messiah, v. 26, who was to die by a 
violent death, of Jesus and His Death ; and if one thought of this Messias, 
notwithstanding the absence of the Article, as the Messias, (as Christ stands 
in Greek for the Christ,) they with whom the Name had weight, naturally 
understood Messias, v. 25, also to be Jesus Christ.” Yet with a strange 
inconsistency, any chronological difficulty was a solid ground not to 
believe that Jesus was foretold; no chronological difficulty was any 
ground against believing any one else to be spoken of. 

The harmony of unbelieving criticism has been contrasted with the dis- 
agreements among believers® It were no harm, were these disagree- 
ments as great as they allege; for the exposition of particular texts, closely 
or incidentally as it may at times bear upon the faith, is not in itself, 
matter of faith. Not the meaning of texts in detail, but the truths, on 
which they bear, are mostly ’ matters of faith. But the alleged unanimity 
of this unbelieving criticism has been in pulling down, not in building up. 
It has been agreed in rejecting Christ. It would, if it could, blot the men- 
tion of Him out of the Old Testament. But when the question is, how 
to replace it, quot homines, tot sententia. All agree in bearing witness 
against Him. Butit is still, as of old, Sthei witness agreed not together. If 
they waited, until they found those whose witness would agree together, 
the old faith would not have been parted with till now. 

In regard to the 70 weeks, agreement on certain points was a necessity 
of the case. It was essential to any exposition which should exclude our 


1 Date of prophecy, B. ©. 588—164—374. TI say, “mostly,” because our Lord’s words, 

2 Even if the 7 weeks,—49 years, are gotrid andso His expositions of the Old Testament 
vs there remain 63 weeks—441 years. also, are of course matters of faith. And so 

ignan aes P. 170.) 41x, aa . ae 60) too whatever any inspired writer asserts, 
an approach to agreement anid container not affecting the sense, he leaves unaltered. 
Prof. Jowett, Essays and Rev. p. 340. 8S. Mark xiv. 56. 
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Lord, that the Messiah of y. 25, should be Cyrus; it was their axiom that 
the last week should be part of the reign of Epiphanes; they had then 
next to no choice as to the Messias who was to be cut off. Without 
religious indifference they could not have lighted upon more than one. 
The following table will shew their unanimity as to the rest. 


70 WEEKS FIRST 7 MESSIAH 62 62 MESSIAH LAST LAST 
BEGIN END vy. 25. WEEKS WEEKS v.26. WEEK WEEK 
BGs BEGIN END BEGINS ENDS 
Harduin 606. 557.1 Cyrus, 606. 172. Onias LA Ga: 
typically. (type of Christ.) 
Marsham 607. 538. Cyrus. 607. 175. TOC OSs 


Collins followed Harduin. Cyrus and, better, Judas Maccabeeus. 
Eckermann 537. 537. Zerubbabel. 5386. 536. Jewish 174. 165. 
: high priest suspended by Antiochus. 


Corrodi 688. none. The Christ. 588. 170. Onias’ U7 Os e642? 
death, 172. 
ee oat 536 588 Nebu- 606. 175. Oniasde- 170. 165. 
Ammon : * chadnezzar. posed, 176. hiatus 5 years. 
Paulus 536. 688. Zedekiah. 588. 154. Jewish LG 1602 
high priesthood between Onias and Jonathan. 175-157. 
Bertholdt \ 588 536 Cyrus. 536. 170. Alex- 170. 164, 
Rosenmiiller ; ; ander.* 
Bleek 588. 536. Cyrus. 536. 175. Seleucus 175. 164. 
or Jere- Philopator (at first Nicator.) 
miah’s time of prophesying generally. 
Maurer 588. Cyrus. Cyrus. Cyrus. 176. Sel. Phil. 165. 


Hitzig, 1st 588. 539. Cyrus. 588. 175. Sel. Phil. 170. 164. 
hiatus 5 years. 
Hitzig, 2d 606, 536. Cyrus. 606. 172. Onias. LD GS. 
but the 7 at 588. 


Résch 609. 560. Cyrus. 609. 175. Sel. Phil. 175. 164. 
Lengerke 588. 538. Cyrus. 588. 220. Sel. Phil. 178. 164. 
Wieseler, Ist 606. none. Onias iii. 606. 172. Onias. 172. 164, 

Feb. 


Wieseler, 2d 606. none. The Christ.606. 175. Onias. 172. 168, 

hiatus 3 years. Dec.® 
Ewald, 1st 607. Cyrus. Cyrus. Cyrus. 176. Sel. Phil. Philop. 167.7 
Ewald, 2d 588. 539. Cyrus. 5395) 1762 


Bohmer 654. 605. COS peli (as 
Hilgenfeld as Harduin but dropping the types. 
Herzfeld 587. 538. Joshua. 538. 170. priesthood 170. 
after Jason. 
1 Really 559; see in Clinton, F. H. ii. 2. 4#So also Gesenius, v. mn and Hupfeld 
Conquest of Media. on*Ps, lis Te icp: 17. 58 more weeks from 
2But 7 weeks—49 years, i.e. undefined 175, B.C. to 120, B,C. John Hyrcanus. 
time, to be added. 67 more weeks,—49 years (a definite for an 


3“ Whether 8 weeks,—56 years, tobe added _ indefinite time) when the Christ was to come 
at the end, the Pseudo-Daniel left to the lying beyond 164, B.C. ‘The last 34% lying 
future to explain.” beyond. 8Sabbath years not counted. 


220 DATES IN THE REIGN OF EPIPHANES. 

But beyond this their utter inability to account for the whole period of 
four hundred years, in any way plausible enough to command the assent 
even -of their own school, they cannot make a theory, to satisfy one 
another even as to the last week. Here the harmony was to be so per- 
fect, that we were to be ready, on the ground of such signal coincidence, 
to surrender at discretion, and accept the rest as an insoluble problem, 
with that same faith which Christians have, that all difficulties in God’s 
word must needs be soluble, even though they know not the solution. 
Rationalists required of us implicit unreasoning faith as to the rest of 
their theory, on account of the sclf-evidence of this portion of it. But is 
it then so? Do these seven years so exactly correspond to the persecution 
of Antiochus? Here, on the rationalist hypothesis, we are in the writer’s 
own time. He is to be speaking, not of what he saw, as we know, 
enlightened by God, but of what he is, by the hypothesis, to have seen 
with his bodily eyes and heard with his bodily ears. 

The facts are not disputed. There is no question of research or intricate 
chronology. In his first years, Antiochus was otherwise engaged.. A 
portion of the Jews were apostatizing, rationalizing probably. They were 
adopting Greek ways, and Greck unbelief’. They sought the king’, not 
the king them. The date of Antiochus’ first attack on Jerusalem is given 
very precisely. “*After that Antiochus had smitten Egypt, he returned 
again in the hundred forty and third year [of the Seleucide, B. C. 173 
and went up against Israel and Jerusalem with a great multitude.” Then 
he plundered the temple, (as had been done by other conquerors before 
him,) to supply his reckless expenditure*; but it was a passing storm. 
It is said expressly °, “when he had taken all away, he went into his own 
land.” The real lasting persecution began two years later, when he 
returned in great anger at the discomfiture of his plan by the decisive- 
ness of Popilius, at some time in the early autumn of B.C. 168. It is 
again said expressly, “*A/fter two full years the king sent his chief collector 
of tribute unto the cities of Judah, who came unto Jerusalem with a 
great multitude.” Jerusalem and Judea had been meantime unmolested 
from without. The collector of tribute came to the cities of Judah, 
when “two years were fully expired.” Jerusalem lay secure within its 
strong walls, which held out so many sieges. It is again expressly re- 
corded that “he [Apollonius] spake peaceable words unto them, but it 


11 Mace. i. 11-15. 

2« They went unto the king, who gave them 
licence to do after the ordinances of the 
heathen, whereupon they built a gymnasium 
at Jerusalem according to the customs of the 
heathen, and made themselves uncireum- 
cised, and forsook the holy covenant, and 
joined themselves to the heathen, and were 
sold to do mischief.’ Ib. 13-15. The gym- 
nasium, adorned with emblems of Greek 
idolatry, and containing schools of Greek 
philosophy, was meant to Grecise the Jewish 
youth. The key to the unbelief was the 


“becoming uncircumcised,” an effacing of 
the outward mark of the covenant with God, 
(see Lightfoot on 1 Cor. vii. 18.) resorted to 
subsequently in time of persecution, now un- 
dertaken voluntarily, to assimilate them- 
selves to the heathen. “Let us make a cove- 
nant with the heathen,” was their resolve; 
“to do after the ordinances of the heathen,” 
was the permission of Antiochus. Jos. Ant. 
xii. 5. 31 Mace. i. 20. 

4“He committed sacrilege on very many 
temples.” Polyb. xxxi. 4. 


51 Macc. i. 24. 6 Tb. 29. 7 Ib, 30-34, 
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was all deceit; for when they had given him credence, he fell suddenly 
upon the city and smote it very sore, and set it on fire and pulled down 
the houses and walls thereof on every side, and built the city of David 
[Mount Zion] with a great and strong wall, and with mighty towers, and 
made a strong hold for them and put a garrison of apostates in it.” It is 
clear then from the whole account, that, up to this time, autumn! 168, 
B. C., there had been no permanent possession of Judza by Antiochus. 
The persecution then commenced ; on the 15th of Chisleu ? (December, 
168, or January, 167, B. C.) the temple was desecrated by the idol-altar 
built upon the altar of God; on the 25th, the first sacrifice was offered 
upon it. Three years afterward, on that same day in that month, the 
temple was cleansed. 

This was, of course, December, 165, or January, 164, B. C. Judas pro- 
ceeded to fortify the sanctuary, as before, and Bethsur. Antiochus was 
at this time engaged in war with “the Satraps of the upper provinces,” 
probably with Artaxias*. The tidings must have been dispatched soon 
after the defensive preparations of Judas, for no later tidings reached 
him. But the subsequent campaign of Judas Maccabeeus against the 
petty nations who harassed Israel had come to a close, while Epiphanes 
was still in Persia, attempting to plunder the temple in Elymais*. On 
his retreat after its failure, he heard how the Jews had defeated Lysias, 
undone his desecration of the temple, “® fortified the sanctuary and his 
city Bethsur,” and he died, while yet in Persia ®, of a wasting disease 7, 
149, A. S.*® 164, B.C. The exact month it is impossible to determine ®. 


1“ Both Livy (xlvy. 10.) and Polybius (xxix. 
11. Legat. 92.) shew that Popilius did not pro- 
ceed to Egypt till after the battle of Pydna; 
and as that battle was on the 22d of June, his 
interview with Antiochus must be placed in 
July or August; and Antiochus would reach 
Palestine in the Autumn.” Clinton, Fasti 
Hell. iii. 323. The date of the battle of Pydna 
is fixed by an eclipse. “The eclipse, which 
preceded the battle of Pydna, fell upon June 
21, which would fix the battle to June 22, and 
the preceding notes of time agree with this 
date.—Porphyry in Euseb. Chron. i. 38. p. 177. 
rightly places the battle within Olymp. 152. 
4. i.e. before July, B.C. 168.” Id.on B.C. 168. 
Tables, iii. p. 84. Popilius did not leave De- 
los, until the news of the battle of Pydna 
reached him at Delos; they sailed by Rhodes, 
where they spent 5 days. (Liv. xly. 10.) There 
had been time for Alexandria to be “reduced 
to extremities.” (Polyb. xxix. 11. Leg. 92.) 
Polybius too thinks that “Antiochus would 
not have obeyed, unless the overthrow of 
Perseus had taken place and been credited” 
(muctevdevtos). Ib. Popilius then probably 
proceeded leisurely, in order to give full time 
for the news, on which the success of his 
embassy depended, to be fully accredited. 


21 Macc. i.54, There is no reason to change 
the date against all authority, in order to 
identify it with v.59. The sacrifices to God 
were renewed on the day, on which the first 
idol-sacrifices were offered. (1 Macc. iv. 52.) 
This is the point of contrast between i. 59. and 
iv. 52. The fact in i. 54. is additional. 

%See ab. pp. 176, 7. 41 Mace. vi. 1. 

UB obi 

6 Ib. 5. so too Polyb. Fragm. xxxi. 11. Porph. 
in S. Jer. on Dan. xi. 44. 

70ivwv. App. Syr. 66. “He laid him down 
upon his bed, and fell sick for grief, and 
there he continued many days, for his grief 
was ever more and more, and he made ac- 
count that he should die.” 1 Mace. vi. 8, 9. 

8 Tb. 16. Jos. Ant. xii. 9. 2. 

9Demetrius probably escaped from Rome 
so as to succeed at the very beginning of 
A. S. 151, i. e. Oct. B.C. 162. For the death of 
Lysias and Eupator, and the two expeditions 
against Judea took place before the close of 
the Adar ensuing. If then Eupator reigned 
2 years, (as Josephus Ant. xii. 10. 1.and Euse- 
bius, Can. p, 356. say,) the death of Epiphanes 
must have fallen at the beginning of 149, 
A.S. the autumn of 164, B.C. But Eusebius 
(in his Table, ii. 260.) and his Chronographer 


222 


HIS DEATH NO RELIEF TO THE JEWS; 


But his death was no relief; rather it was the signal for renewed hostili- 
ties. Antiochus being far away, Lysias had remained inactive in the 
interval, gathering a fresh army at Antioch?, perhaps awaiting the 


return of the messenger and further instructions. 


After the death of 


Epiphanes, Lysias, in the name of his youthful son? Antiochus Eupator, 
renewed the war; it was carried on by Demetrius, after he had murdered 
Lysias and Eupator ; and the first rest in the war was, when Nicanor, the 
second general sent against the Jews by Demetrius, had been defeated 
and slain in Adar, 151, A. S.* i.e. early in 161. B.C. It is then remarked 
for the first time, “Thus the land of Judah had rest for a little while.” 
The first stage of the war then, and apparently that marked in Daniel 
himself in the prophecy specially relating to the persecution by Antio- 
chus‘, was probably more than two years after the death of Epiphanes. 


(i. 194.) assign 1 year 6 months to the reign 
of Eupator. And it may be, that Josephus 
took his period of 2 years from the more 
general statements of the first book of Mac- 
cabees, that Epiphanes died A.S. 149, and 
that Demetrius escaped from Rome, A.8. 151. 
The uncertainty extends to 6 months. 
11 Mace. iv. 35. 
2Busebius (p. 187.) says that he was 12 
years old; Appian, that he was 9. (Syr. i. 
46, 66.) 
81 Mace. vii. 43-50. 
4The term assigned in Daniel viii. 14 
(which belongs to this Old Testament Anti- 
Christ) is 2300 days, i.e. 6 years, 4 months, 2 
days. This is anything buta “round num- 
ber.” The time between the dates specified 
in the first book of Maccabees from Chisleu 
15, A. 8.145, (the day when the idol-altar was 
erected) to Adar 13, A. 8. 151, is only a month 
of 29 days short of the whole sum. The lunar 
year had 354 days; in 6 years, there would 
be two intercalary months of 30 days. The 
remainder of Chisleu adds 15 days; the two 
months before Adar, 59 days; of Adar there 
were 13 days. The sum then stands thus; 
354 x 6 = 2124 
2 intercalary months, 60 
2 intervening months, 59 
parts of Chisleu and Adar, 28 


2271 
leaving a deficit of a month of 29 days. But 
the desecration of the altar was not the 
beginning of the persecution. (1 Mace. i. 33- 
53.) A month then may well have elapsed 
before, in which all publie worship of God 
was suspended. (Ib. 39.) This is the calcula- 
tion of Havernick, and, in the main, that of 
Dereser and even Bertholdt; only that 
Bertholdt tries to make room at the end for 
the month unaccounted for. 


Another period, however, equally harmon- 
izes in point of time, that from the first inva- 
sion, in 143, A. S. to the death of Antiochus, 
if the death of Antiochus did not take place 
until the spring of A. 8. 149, i.e. that of 163, 
B.C. For, since the 2d invasion, that of 145, 
A.S., was “two full years” after the first, the 
first also must have been in Autumn, the 
previous part of our year B.C. 170, i.e. the 
close of A. S. 142, having been spent in the 
Egyptian expedition. For this invasion was 
“after he had smitten Egypt.” (1 Mace. 
i. 20.) If then we suppose this first invasion 
to have been near the middle of the 2d month 
of 143, A.S. i.e. Nov. 15. B.C. 170, this would 
give the following result, the era of the 
Seleucide beginning at Tisri 1, i.e. at the 
month in the lunar year answering to our 
October; 


10 months of 143, A.S. and 13 days, 308 days 
A. S. 144, 5, 6, 7, 8; 354 x 5, 1770 
A. S. 149, 5 months of bs sn SL 
2x2 58 
6th month, 14 days of 14 
two interealary months 60 
2300 


There is then good space, if the reign of 
Eupator was only 14% year; and the events 
were marked in themselves, the first aggres- 
sion of Antiochus against the people of God, 
and the issue of his persecution in his death. 
If this were so, the number was twice 
remarkably fulfilled. This way was adopted 
by a Lapide, although not entering into its 
proof. 

The Anti-Messianic interpreters, who could 
not satisfy themselves with the expedient 
of halving the days, have taken this plan; 
only in order to make Dan. xii. 11, 12. relate 
to events in the life of Antiochus, they re- 
modelled, in different ways, the beginning 
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How then do the events of the last week or their dates agree with this 
history? Those events are, the cutting off of Messiah, the confirming of 
a covenant with the many during the whole 7 years, the causing of all 
sacrifice to cease at the end of the first 84 years. Anti-Messianic inter- 
preters place in it, and must place in it, the utter destruction of city and 
temple, and (as they will have it) the destruction of the destroyer. | 

The prophecy says, that at the end of the 3% first years, all sacrifice 
was to cease; it implies that it was to cease altogether; the temple, 
where alone it could be offered, was to be utterly destroyed; no word is 
said of its restoration. Ruin broods over its desolate places. Anti-Mes- 
sianic Interpreters have diverted attention from the first 34 years, at the 
expiration of which all sacrifice was to cease, to the last 34 years, after 
which they supposed it to be restored. Of this, there is nothing in the 
text; and the desecration of the temple lasted for three years precisely, 
not for 34 years. Again, counting back, the 7 years from the only date, 
which these interpreters can make out for themselves, the death of Anti- 
ochus (if it was so) in the spring of 163, B. C., we arrive at the spring of 
170, B. C. in the middle of 142, A.S. This was 2 years and 9 months 
before the desecration of the temple, but it was itself absolutely no era 
at all. It was eight months before even that first passing storm, when 
Antiochus plundered the temple of Jerusalem, as he did so many beside. 
It was a happy, eventless year for the Jews, when they were living every 
man under his vine, and under his fig-tree, with no signs even of that first 
hurricane; much less of their long desolation. Onias too, the exiled 
high-priest, having been deposed by Epiphanes on his accession’ toward 
the close of A. S. 1872, in the middle of B. C. 175, had been murdered 
three years subsequently *, B. C. 172; consequently two years before this 
date. Lastly, the heathenizing party of the Jews also applied to Antio- 
chus at the very beginning of his reign’. Even then on the Anti-Messi- 
anic theory, that “the confirming the covenant for one week” was meant 
of the encouragement given by Antiochus to the apostates who applied 
to him, this also was prior by 4 years to the week or 7 years of which it 
was to be a characteristic. 

Not a fact then, nor a date coincides. Granting these interpreters all 
which they ask for, allowing, which is utterly unnatural, that it should 


of the era of the Seleucide and history. The 


shift of halving the days is one of those 
monsters, which have disgraced “scientific 
expositions” of Hebrew. The simple words 
DIND WIVA DDN IPS II, “evening- 
morning two thousand and three hundred,” 
(according to the analogy of vuxOyuepov, 2 
Cor. xi. 25. and the summary of each day in 
Gen. i. 5, &e. “And evening was, and morn- 
ing was, the first, second, third, &c. day,’”) 
were to mean 1500 mornings on account of 
the morning sacrifice, and 1500 evenings on 
account of the evening sacrifice, and yet 


3p of course means “ evening,” and pa 


“morning.” But could they, per impossi- 
bile, mean “morning and evening sacrifices,” 
the matter would not be mended. Standing 
as the words do before the numeral, the 
numeral must, according to the principles of 
all language, apply to the whole. Conceive 
any one rendering “ noctes diesque triginta,” 
“15 nights and 15 days.” 

12 Mace. iv. 7-10. 

2Clinton, F. H. iii. 323. 

82 Mace. iv. 23, 32-4. 

42 Mace. iv. 7-10, 1 Mace. i. 10-15. 


2294 UNMEANINGNESS OF THE WHOLE 


be said of one and the same earthly king, that he should destroy the city 
and sanctuary, confirm a covenant with many for one week, and that, 
after half of the week, he should make sacrifice and oblation to cease ; and 
this, in the sense that he shewed favor to apostates and deserters, and 
made war upon the city and people—even supposing all this granted, 
they can give no account of those very dates in which all these things are 
supposed to have taken place, and which are to be the key to all the rest. 
Antiochus did not confirm any covenant for 7 years, nor did he make 
sacrifice to cease for half of those 7 years, nor was any Messias, or any 
one alleged to be a Messias, cut off during those 7 years; nor was the 
temple destroyed; nor were there any 7 years, in the period selected, of 
one uniform marked character. Rather the 7 years selected were of a 
most chequered character; first, nearly a year of entire peace; then 
horrible and cruel treachery and bloodshed ; then nearly two years more 
of peace; then three years of intense persecution; then a respite, at 
least from the general of Epiphanes for a year and 5 months, and victory 
over the petty heathen nations who assailed them. 

And yet the writer, living, according to their hypothesis, in Judea, 
writing, as they say, to encourage their countrymen “'in their great 
struggle against Antiochus,” could not be mistaken about what he is to 
have seen with his own eyes. 

The scheme then of connecting the prophecy of the 70 weeks with 
Antiochus Epiphanes fails, evidently, palpably, as to the very point upon 
which it is mainly brought to bear, the end and object of it. The impos- 
sibility of accounting for the whole period of 490 years or the two periods 
of 49 and 434 years is not in the least relieved, but is aggravated by the 
impossibility of explaining the last 7. The writer is supposed to have 
had no object, except to describe his own times and their issue, so far as 
it lay before him; there was no call to mention time at all; and, having 
a tabula rasa, on which, according to the hypothesis, he had to describe, 
as future, events before his eyes, he is to have written them with marks, 
patently at variance with those. events which he saw and knew. In 
order, on the hypothesis, to explain Jeremiah’s prediction, in the fulfill- 
ment of which all of his time believed and of which they desired no ex- 
planation, he is to have written, as relating to his own times, a prophecy, 
which no one can adapt to them, explaining what was clear by what was 
inexplicable, irradiating light by darkness. 

Yet this failure, as to time, although a mark against these interpreta- 
tions, is not so great a failure as the objectless character of the whole. 

According to these dislocating interpretations, the whole promise of 
the blessings to come is to lie in that first verse of the prophecy; and 
yet, since, according to them, to ‘anoint one all-holy ” was to be the 
mere cleansing of the visible sanctuary, these too were to be quite imper- 
sonal. The promise does indeed contain what our spiritual nature most 
longs for, forgiveness of sins and the gift of righteousness, but, the per- 


1 Ess. and Rev. p. 76. 
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sonal Christ being blotted out, they were to be connected only with that 
outward purification of the profaned temple. All the rest of the pro- 
phecy is to relate, either to their restoration through Cyrus 870 years 
before, or to that chequered state in which they were, or to events in 
which they were no way concerned, or actual visitations of God upon 
them, in which the picture is to close. What to them was the death of 
Alexander, or Seleucus Philopator, or even of the ejected high-priest 
Onias III, whom these have substituted for the Christ? Shocked they 
were doubtless at the murder of the blameless old man; but it in no way 
affected them, since he was far removed from them at Antioch, and his 
death was the result of mere private malice, avenged even by Antiochus 
on the perpetrator. But, according to these men, the central part of the 
prophecy are the desolations and profanations of Antiochus, a long 
abiding desolation decreed by God. Whether they interpret “to the 
end” or “to the end of the war,” it was to an end, which they were not 
to see, a night of which their eyes were not to behold the first faint 
streak of the dawn. 

Contrast together the text and the interpretation. On the 24th verse, I 
will refer only to those who are consistent. For of all anomalies, one of 
the strangest is, to assume that v. 24, with all its fullness of spiritual 
promise, had its fulfillment in Jesus, and yet to maintain that the rest, 
which is a fillmg up of that outline, relates to persons with whom the 
spiritual history of the world is in no way concerned. 

They then, who are consistent, paraphrase thus; (“not seventy years 
but) seventy seven-years are determined on thy people and on thy holy 
city, until iniquity is perfected, and the mass of sins is full, and trans- 
gression is atoned by the suffering of punishment, and the prosperity of 
old times is brought back, and the prophet’s (Jeremiah’s) saying is ful- 
filled, and the all-holy (the temple) is consecrated (by Judas Maccabeeus.”’) 

We are told in explanation, “'the Jews in the Hasmonezan age, 
according to the moral-deterministic principles of their nation’, looked 
upon the time from the destruction of the Jewish state until that when 
Judas Maccabeeus, after driving out the Syrians, could undertake the con- 
secration of the temple, as one, in which the people of Israel was to 
make the measure of its sins full; and on the same principles they 
believed, that henceforth the anger of God would turn away from the 
people, and the long-heaped guilt be looked upon by God as atoned.” As 
far as this has any truth, the point of departure is arbitrarily selected. 
A greater than Daniel said’, Fill ye up the measure of your fathers. Unre- 
pented sin does accumulate, whether upon the individual or the nation, 
until it brings down God’s chastisements*. Persevering disobedience to 
God’s warnings by the former prophets brought on the first captivity °; 


1 Bertholdt, Daniel, pp. 616, 8. 88. Matt. xxiii. 32. 


2“TDan., vili. 23.” This school continually 4See Butler’s Analogy, i. 2. 
draws its statements as to “the Hasmonsean 5 Ley. xxvi. 14-39. (on the gradually accu- 
age” from Daniel alone, and is seemingly un- mulating punishment,) 2 Kings xvii. 7-23, 
conscious that it is “ begging the question.” Jer. xxv. 3-11, xxix. 18, 19, Ezek. xx. 
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disobedience, ending in the heathenizing under Antiochus Epiphanes, 
brought on his fierce persecution; disobedience, culminating in the 
rejection and murder of Christ, ended in their last destruction and dis- 
persion. But on each occasion, they were put on a new trial. The sins, 
of which Antiochus became the scourge, were not those of their fathers 
before the Captivity, but their own. The ground assigned then for dating 
from the first destruction of Jerusalem is arbitrary and false. It is either 
too early or too late. In one way, a nation takes its character from all 
its previous history, since it became a nation; in this sense the date of 
the first destruction of Jerusalem is too late. In another, Israel was put 
on a new trial, after the restoration under Cyrus, and in this way the 
date from Jeremiah is too early. 

The exposition is also self-contradictory, in that it assigns the same 
date for the filling up the measure of sin, and for its forgiveness. The 
filling up of the measure of sin is the time, not of forgiveness but of pun- 
ishment. Ifthe punishment is, in its nature or in God’s purpose, tempor- 
ary, the restoration comes at its close. In that 69th year of the captivity, 
in regard to which this prophecy is supposed by all these expositors to 
have been given, that punishment was coming to an end. Israel had 
not been, for those 69 years, filling up iniquity, but had been bearing its 
punishment. 

Apart from this acknowledgment, that sin is, not in itself but in the 
mind of the Hebrews, a cause of affliction, the rest is more heathen than 
heathenism ; it is not on a par with Virgil’s description of the golden age 
to come, as borrowed from the Jewish Sibyl. 

To proceed with their exposition, I will take the most plausible, leaving 
out monsters, unless they have been followed by many; 

From the going forth of the commandment to restore and to build Jerusalem, 


{i. e. from Jeremiah’s prophecy of its 70 years’ desalation,] wnto Messiah 


the Prince [i. e. to Cyrus] shall be 7 weeks, [49 years, being a round num- 
ber for the round number 70,] and threescore and two weeks, [i. e. during 
434 years, yet not so, really, but during 360 years, ] street and wall shall be 
built, and in stratt of times ; [contrariwise, the greater part of the time, all 
that with which the Pseudo-Daniel is to have been most familiar, the time 
after Alexander, was a} prosperous time.] After the 62 weeks [i. e. really 
before their close] Messiah shall be cut off [i. e. a high priest shall be 
deposed, or, having been deposed, shall be assassinated out of private malice; 
or a foreign king shall die a natural death, or shall be poisoned,] and there 
shall not be to him [a successor or a legitimate successor, or one of his own 
kin; although all had successors, and one might just as well supply any- 
thing else whatever, which they had not,] and the people of a prince that 
shall come shall destroy city and temple [i. e. shall fire? some houses in the 
city, yet leaving it, as a whole, unhurt and inhabited as before?, and dis- 
placing not one stone or ornament of the temple, nay nor touching it; 
for the idol-altar was built on the brazen altar outside?;] and his end shail 


11 Mace. i. 31. 2 Ib. 38, 55. 3 Tb. 54, 59. 
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be in that flood, [not in that, nor in any other flood of war; but, rather 
more than three years afterward, after he had been victorious in his own 
wars, he wasted away of a disease which Jew! and Gentile? alike looked 
upon as a Divine infliction,] and unto the end is war, [not to his end, nor 
to any one’s end, but to the end of the war, i. e. there shall be war, till 
there is peace,] and, desolations determined [i. e. upon Jerusalem, which, 
after three years, and a year or 1} year before the death of Antiochus, 
Was again reoccupied and fortified by the Jews.] 

And he shali confirm the covenant with the many for one week, [the prince 
had not been the subject of any former sentence; the covenant is, in 
Daniel, the covenant with God; the many were not apostates; but, apart 
from all this, Antiochus made no covenant with any; to give licence to 
forsake God’s law is no covenant; there were no seven years in which 
Antiochus was in any relation with any Jews; he gave that licence at the 
beginning of his reign ; in the period of the war, i. e. during the 7 years, 
in which it is supposed to have been made, it came to an end of itself;] 
in the midst of the week he shall cause the sacrifice and oblation to cease, [there 
is no era from which those 33 years can be dated,] [and on the pinnacle of 
abominations a desolater, [the temple was not then a place of abominations, 
(as the Jews in our Lord’s time made it a den of thieves; and afterward, 
in their last war, more fearfully desecrated it ;) yet it is so called from 
what it was before the desolation, not as what the desolation made it;] 
and until decreed desolation shall be poured on the desolate ; [even if this be 
rendered, on the desolater, the death of Antiochus, although an awful 
judgment of God, formed no era, made no change, was received as no 
relief by the Jews. For their war, all this time, had been with his 
generals, not with himself who was warring far away; and with those 
same generals the war was renewed, when he was dead.] If any one can 
believe this to be the meaning of the prophecy, of a truth, unbelief 
imposes hard laws upon the intellect of man. 

Or look again at the prophecy, in the light of those times for which the 
Anti-Messianic interpreters will have it to be written after the event, and 
of those for which it was really given. 

The supposed object of this prophecy, according to the rationalist in- 
terpretation, is to account for the prophecies with regard to the Messiah 
not having been fulfilled at the time of the return from the Captivity, by 
promising their fulfillment at the time of Antiochus Epiphanes. Where 
is there a trace that the Jews ever looked for their fulfillment then, or 
were disappointed at His not coming? This is no negative argument. 
We have, in Ezra and Nehemiah, a graphic account of their condition at 
different dates during 126 years after their return. We see them strug- 
gling with their present difficulties, but no more looking for our Lord’s 
first Coming in which they believed, as somewhat immediate or near, 
than we look for His second Coming, which we daily confess, as proxi- 
mate. We have also Prophets, whose early date no one questions. 


1 Jos, xii. 9.1. 2Polyb. xxxi. 11. T. iv. 513, Schw. 
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Haggai promises that He should come in that temple, which was then in 
building!; Zechariah speaks of His Coming, but of the events under 
Alexander before it?; Malachi, a century, probably, after their return, 
foretells His coming suddenly to His temple*, and the messenger who should 
come before Him. This was, anyhow, two centuries and a half before 
Antiochus. Then, as to the times in which the hypothetical writer of 
Daniel is to have lived and written, we have authentic, detailed histories 
of times, before, under, and after, Antiochus Epiphanes; we have books 
of edification written then, the two books of Wisdom and Baruch. In 
none of them is there any expectation of any deliverer. The books of 
Maccabees speak calmly of the great tribulation in Israel after Epiphanes, 
such as had not been since there had not been a prophet among them‘; 
the Jews laid aside the stones of the profaned altar, “®in the mountain 
of the temple in a convenient place, until there should come a prophet 
to shew what should be done with them.” They laid them by carefully 
as for many days. Twenty years afterward, B.C. 141°, the Jews, “ ‘the great 
congregation of the priests and people and rulers of the nation, and elders 
of the country,” made the priesthood hereditary in Simon’s family “in 
perpetuity *, until a faithful prophet should arise.” Israel is still a people 
of the future. In their prosperity as in their adversity, they look on 
calmly to the future. The time came, and there was a general expecta- 
tion. All men’s minds were stirred; the pious were waiting; men were 
on the look-out; there was no doubt among them, that He was coming; 
they were like men in a city, when some great one of the earth is ex- 
pected ; as the time came nearer, they watched each token that it might 
be He: ° Art thou He that should come, or do we look for another? ° If Thou 
be the Christ, tell us plainly.” The poor Samaritan woman said, “!"I know 
that Messias cometh, which is called Christ; when He is come, He shall 
tell us all things.” Ambitious bad men availed themselves of the general 
stir, and said”, I am Christ, ¥and drew away much people after them. In 
all their afflictions, amid all that former pressure and noble struggle for 
their faith and country, there arose men zealous for the law of their God 
and for Israel, but no false Messias arose. False Christs could not some- 
how come, until about the time of the true. They were darkness cast, 
where the true Light* was obstructed; fantastic, cold-engendered, fieeting, 
parhelia around * the Sun of Righteousness, which owed their existence to 
His Presence. 

Whence then,—contrary to what those perverters of the truth of his- 
tory as well as of Holy Scripture say,—whence that long-enduring 
patience after the Captivity, in the troublous times in which the temple 
was rebuilt, the city and polity restored, amid the partial oppressions of 
some of Alexander’s earlier successors or the concentrated deadly enmity 


1 Hagg. li. 6-9. TIb. 28, 8 eis Tov aidva Ib, 41 
2Zech, ix. 1-8, See further Lect. vy, 9S. Matt, xi. 3. 

3 Mal. iii. 1, iv. 5. #1 Mace. ix. 27, 10S, John x. 24, * MThb, iv. 25. 

5 Ib. iv. 46. 125, Matt. xxiv. 5. 183 Acts v. 36, 7. 
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of Antiochus Epiphanes, and Eupator, and Demetrius, amid all the hopes 
and fears of that nearly 60 years’ strife of the Maccabees}, until about a 
century before our Lord; whence all this tranquil looking to a distant 
future, through more than five chequered centuries, when Christ did not 
come, and then, all at once, all that out-bursting of those long pent-up 
hopes, all that stirring expectation of Him, as at their doors, as to come 
before that generation should be gathered to their fathers? 

The prophecies of Daniel explain both the previous tranquillity in that 
long winter which lay upon them, and that sudden burst and glow of 
spring-like hope, all nature ready to expand and welcome Him, when the 
Sun was indeed to come and put forth His power. Daniel had pointed 
out a long time, lasting, at the least, five centuries, during which the 
Messiah should not come. The people believed him, and, during all 
those centuries, looked not for Him then to come. The latest edict in 
behalf of Jerusalem having been given B. C. 444, there remained only 92 
years, at certain periods in which the prophecy of Daniel could be ful- 
filled’. Of these, 42 only * had elapsed, when the then tributary king, and 
all Jerusalem with him, was troubled at the announcement, that strangers 
from the East were enquiring for the new-born king of the Jews, whom 
they had come to worship. Nearly 80 years more, and one appeared, 
arresting the thoughts of all by the austere garb of Elijah, which preached 
that he was living not for this world, while his herald-voice proclaimed 
in Daniel’s words, the kingdom of heaven is at hand. A few months more, 
and He came, Who spake not as man spake, Who did miracles which 
man could not do, Who drew hearts, men knew not how. Expectation 
was created ; men’s souls were prepared; they who were His listened to 
the Voice which man had so long waited to hear. But the awful free- 
dom of the human will was respected by its maker. Messiah was cut off, 
as Daniel foretold, legal sacrifices end, sin is forgiven, everlasting right- 
eousness is brought in, the new covenant is confirmed. 

Look steadily at the emptiness, irrelevancy, inharmoniousness, of those 
things, which men have fastened,—not meanings but unmeaningnesses— 
on the book of Daniel, and then look how that book lights up with its 
true meaning, reflecting beforehand Him who had not yet risen; and you 
cannot hesitate to choose between the darkness and the light. 


1167, B.C. Mattathias; 109, B.C. the close 2Seeab pp 186-89. 3536, B. C.—(490 + 42)— 
of the wars of John Hyrcanus. 4, B.C. the probable date of our Lord’s Birth. 


LECTURE V. 


The minuteness of a portion of Daniel’s prophecies is in harmony with the 
whole system 6f Old Testament Prophecy, in that God, throughout, gave a 
nearer foreground of prophecy, whose completion should, to each age, accredit 
the more distant and as yet unfulfilled prophecies. 


Porruyry’s objection to the book of Daniel, that it contained such definite 
prophecies of the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes, was consistent in him, 
if he had become altogether a heathen, and meant to deny all definite 
prediction. To maintain it, he must have denied the truth of most of 
the Old Testament, and contradicted the spirit and character of the whole. 
For the Old Testament is full of definite prophecies. Definite prediction, 
prediction as definite as those in the Book of Daniel, is an essential part 
of its system. Porphyry’s German followers accepted this issue. They 
rejected the definite predictions of Daniel, but only in common with all 
other definite prediction of the Old and New Testament. It is the char- 
acter of English minds to take things piecemeal. They admit an objec- 
tion in detail, without observing whither it tends, and become inconsist- 
ent alike in their belief and their unbelief. When it is proposed to you 
to disbelieve the book of Daniel, because there is “not only minute de- 
scription of Antiochus’ reign, but a stoppage of such description at the 
precise date 169 B.C.,” or to deny the genuineness of the later chapters 
of Isaiah because Cyrus is there predicted by name’, you are in fact 
asked to admit a principle, which involves the disbelief of all definite pre- 
diction. For the objection is one & priori, as to the character of all God’s 
revelations of the future. The prediction of a person by name can be no 
proof, that it is a seeming prediction only, written by one contemporary 
with that person, except on the principle, that God did not, on any 
ground or under any circumstances, vouchsafe to His creatures such 
definite knowledge of the future; that the Bible, so far, stands on the 


1Dr. Williams, Essays and Rey. p.76.Again, can be given of the 70 weeks is to be a matter 
“In the case of Daniel, he may doubt whether — of doubt; only, no doubt is to be admitted 


all parts of the book are of the same age,” that it does not relate to our Lord,] “and that 


{which now not even a rationalist questions,] those ti a y 
“or what is the starting point of the 70 weeks, PORONS or the Rock apes ee 


but two results are clear beyond fair doubt, aero, PEERING, oo ® history of past 
that the period of weeks ended in the reign — ©Vents up to that reign.” Tb. p. 69. 
of Antiochus Epiphanes,” [i e. what account * Prof. Jowett, Ib. p, 243, 
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level of any human book. The argument against the book of Daniel 
involves broadly, that there are no true definite predictions in Holy 
Scripture, beyond the reach of human sagacity; else it could be no objec- 
tion to the book of Daniel, that, if his, it has definite and minute predic- 


tions. 


The Germans, from whom the objections were taken, saw this. They 
laid down broadly; “*Most convincing against the genuineness (of 


1Lengerke, pp. Ixxv., Ixxvii. “Its un- 
genuineness is patent, in that the events of a 
distant future, and the fates of kingdoms, 
not then existing, yet only as far as Anti- 
ochus Epiphanes, are evidently predicted 
after they had occurred (post eventum) most 
definitely and accurately, even with data as 
to time.” De Wette, Einl. 2255>. So also 
Bertholdt, Dan. Einl. 32. Eichhorn, Einl. 
2615, 6. Rosenm. Procem. n. iii. Herzfeld holds 
other alleged grounds unconvincing; Bleek 
alone held that this would be unconvincing, 
but for those other alleged grounds. Herz- 
feld says, (Gesch. Isr. Exe. 2. 213.) “That 
the prophecies of this book, so detailed 
throughout, must have been committed to 
writing after the events, [there being, it is as- 
sumed, no prophecy, ] is, as is well known, one 
of the very chiefest proofs, that it is to be 
placed in the times of the Syrian persecu- 
tions. This proof is not to be confined to the 
Hebrew portion, but is to be extended to the 
Chaldee also. For ch. vii. contains, in pro- 
phetie form, ar equally detailed late history 
(see vv. 7, 8, 21, 24, 25,) and even ch. ii. cannot 
have been written earlier, although it only 
mentions the intermarriages between the 
Macedonian [not so, see ab. p. 171.] king- 
doms, and not the Syrian persecutions. This 
[omission] can be satisfactorily explained, in 
that the author conceived of the succession 
and main relations of those empires, not the 
persecutions of the Jews, as of interest to 
Nebuchadnezzar, whose he feigned this 
dream to be; whereas, in Daniel’s own 
visions, these persecutions must needs be of 
chief moment. The assumption (ii. 44.) that 
the kingdom of God would dawn in the days 
of the Greek kings [Roman empire] cannot 
have arisen before their persecutions. The 
intermediate chapters (iii-vi.) are closely 
eonnected with ch. ii. and each other. Of 
other proofs of so late date, which people will 
have it they have found in these chapters, I 
hold one only to be perfectly sound. The prayer 
three times a day (vi. 11.) points to a time 
when religious ideas out of India [!] pene- 
trated into the neighboring countries.” [see 
Lect. viii. pp. 551—60.] Bleek said contrari- 
wise; “if Daniel is author of the six. last 
chapters, we can only look on them as con- 


! 


taining actual visions, predictions of the fu- 
ture, which were unfolded to Daniel in 
visions. But it has been remarked with jus- 
tice, that these are strikingly distinguished 
from the prophecies of other prophets by the 
definiteness and clearness of the predictions. 
Most striking is this difference in the accu- 
rate chronological fixing of future events, 
villi. 14, ix. 25-27, xii. 11, 12—Not less sur- 
prising is the definiteness of the prophecy in 
regard to the succession of the single events, 
especially ch. xxii. where the several 
struggles of the Ptolemies and the Seleucidee 
are described so accurately, that one seems 
to read history rather than prophecy. This 
too, it will be confessed, is out of analogy 
with the other Hebrew prcephets. At least, 
most of the prophecies, preserved to us, are 
of this other sort; they are general threaten- 
ings or consolations and promises, rather 
than intended to impart knowledge of sin- 
gle events in the future, and what, in them, 
appears as prediction of such events, is com- 
monly only the poetical side of the prophecy, 
in that the prophet individualizes, like a 
poet, depicting in single traits the general 
truth which he wishes to express; in which 
case we can neither shew, nor are we entitled 
to look for, an accurate literal fulfillment of 
the single traits of the prophecy in the 
events of subsequent times. This applies to 
the prophecies as to the Messiah also. Yet 
it is not to be denied that, among the prophe- 
cies of the Hebrew prophets, there are several, 
even though few in comparison, which relate 
to single incidents of the future, and predict 
them. None of these indeed can be compared 
to the predictions of the book of Daniel; in 
none of them e. g. do we find described the 
single destinies of kingdoms, which, at the 
time of the announcement, did not exist. 
Yet we ought not, in this respect, to pass any over- 
positive judgment, since we are not ina condition 
to draw defined and sharp lines, how far and to 
what degree of definiteness the spirit of prophecy 
opens the future or not. I do not then believe 
that, if the book of Daniel had all, other 
marks of genuineness, the aboye-noticed 
character of the prophecies contained in it 
could be alleged as any certain proof of their 
later date.” Schleierm. ZS. iii. 233-3. 
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Daniel) is the character of the prophecy, and specially its definiteness. 
1) The prophets speak mostly of the future in indefinite images and 
hints. Where they individualize, it is poetic language, and the predictions 
are really not such, or did not come to pass in the way marked out. But 
if the prophets enter upon events, which lie centuries beyond and really 
happened, their prophecies are acknowledged to be spurious,—or a right 
interpretation guards from false assumptions’;—or, lastly, the prophet 
stands actually in the time which he describes so accurately; it is his 
present.” —2) * The author further departs from the custom of other 
prophets in the accurate chronological statements, in which he enters 
even upon days.” “3) *In no prophecy of the Old Testament, except in 
Daniel, are detailed events of kingdoms described, which kingdoms did 
not exist in the time of the prophet.” 

These two last statements, although untrue, involve seemingly, not the 
denial of all prediction as such, but only two sorts of prediction, which, 
if true, are unmistakable; that of precise dates, and that relating to 
Empires unknown to the prophet except by revelation. If these state- 
ments were true, they would have no force of proof against the book of 
Daniel, so long as it is not altogether disproved, that God ever vouchsafed 
prediction. For if God has revealed the future in any definite way, 
beyond the reach of the most piercing human intelligence, the whole 
principle is admitted. Mere variety as to details, in the character of that 
superhuman definiteness of prediction, is one of the properties of Old 
Testament prophecy. It is the very summary of Old Testament pro- 
phecy, that *God in many portions and in divers manners spake in time past 
unto the fathers by the prophets. 

The point, which is really at issue and which underlies all this denial 
of definite prophecies, is, whether prophecy is human or Divine. Dis- 
guise it how men will, what is really meant is, that God acted through 
the natural powers of man®. It is the old question of Pelagianism, 


1T regret to see this language adopted by 
Dr. Stanley, Jewish Church, p. 465. “The 
secular events are (with a few possible excep- 
tions) within the horizon of the Prophet’s 
age,” and “They are either confessedly ex- 
ceptional, or else admit, (on quite independ- 
ent grounds) of another interpretation.” 
(Ib. note.) Yet he himself doubts not of the 
prophecy of Balaam; although, how he could 
think that “the ships of Cyprus, of Greece 
and of Europe, were then [1450, B.C. half a 
millennium before Homer and some 700 years 
before the foundation of Rome] just seen in 
the horizon of human hopes and fears,” (Ib. 
p. 192.) Icannotimagine. The real question 
at issue between Christians and those whose 
language Dr. Stanley partially adopts, is, 
“whether prophecy is human sagacity or 
Divine knowledge?” Dr. Stanley, who be- 
lieves the prophecy of Balaam to include 


“ Asshur and Babylon, Assyria, Chaldeea and 
Persia, no less than the wild hordes of the 
desert,” (Ib. 193) must believe it to be a 
prescience given supernaturally by God. It 
is the more to be regretted, that he accepts 
the language of unbelievers. 

2Leng. Ixxviili. 8Ib.lxxix. 4Heb.i.1. 

5“ What the prophet can, with perfect right, 
announce as the word of his God, is, in its 
contents, nothing but the application of some 
general Divine truth to a given moral condi- 
tion, or a clear contemplation as tothe cou- 
fusions or uneyennesses of moral life before 
him, springing out of the clear light of the 
spirit. What belongs to it falls within the 
province of the purer, i. e. the Divine spirit; 
and if a prophet knows anything more, and 
can give answer as to other questions, this is 
something accidental.” Ewald, Die Proph. 
Tele: 
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which, speak how it would about the help of God, always meant, under- 
neath, that succor which God supplied to or through the natural powers 
of the mind, intellect, reason, moral sense, as distinct from and excluding 
any operation of Divine grace. So all prediction is at best to bé some 
“inexplicable capacity of anticipating!,’ founded on the knowledge of 
human nature and of God’s Providence; prophecy, which these men 
limit to the foreannouncing of our Lord’s Coming, is to be “*a striving 
of human nature toward Christianity.” Both purely human. But, 
although the correspondence of the Gospel with our spiritual needs is, in 
fact, one of the strongest bands by which God holds fast our faith, yet our 
need, as sinners, to be reconciled with God, and to be made at one with 
Him from Whom we feel, by nature, severed, could not and did not lead 
human nature to expect beforehand that God would meet that need. 
Much less could heart of man imagine, that He would give His Only- 


1Schleiermacher distinguishes a “ predic- 
tion, which is to be exclusively united to a 
heightened and pious stirring of the soul, 
and that which can arise out of an intelli- 
gent survey of human relations and a correct 
and deep sympathy,” and adds, “that to no 
prediction, whatever its contents or however 
great its accuracy, or however wonderfully 
the images of a stimulated power of antici- 
pation may sometimes be confirmed, can a 
sacred character be attributed.” (D. Christl. 
Glaube, 2 103. pp. 134, 5. referred to by Tho- 
luck, Die Propheten, 2 9. p. 76.) He sums up, 
“ All predictions, both those which arise out 
of historical tact, and those which spring 
from an inexplicable power of anticipating, 
are” to be “made over to the investigation 
of the nature of the soul.” Ib. 

2When belief in the Redeemer already 
exists, we can dwell with much content- 
ment on the expressions of a longing for 
redemption, awakened by earlier revelations, 
in themselves inadequate. And this is the 
proper import of the prophecies of the 
Messiah, (an import certainly both strength- 
ening and confirming,) wherever they occur 
and in however dark anticipation they may 
be shrouded, that they discover to us a 
striving of human nature toward Chris- 
tianity, and, at the same time, as the con- 
fession of the best and most ensouled out 
of the earlier pious communities, express, 
that they were only to be looked upon as pre- 
liminary and passing institutions.” Schlei- 
erm. 714. i. 105, 6, Schleiermacher led others 
into the land which he did not enter, being 
in antagonism’ with shallow rationalism, 
though short of Christian truth. Nitzsch, 
who retains the distinction of prophecy and 
prediction, owns both as supernatural, i.e. 
from God. Only he thinks, that “prediction 


must be rare, in order not to destroy the 
whole relation of man to history, the more 
so, because, in the cases to which it extends, 
it can only become altogether perfect through 
the most definite statements of the special 
marks of the fact.” System d. Christl. Lehre, 
235. It is not clear to me, what Nitzsch, and 
those who have adopted his maxim, mean by 
it. God does not interfere with His creature’s 
free-agency; butthe most definite prediction 
does not interfere with this. What bad men 
do not like, they disbelieve, and accomplish, 
while disbelieving it. Of a truth against Thy 
holy Child Jesus, Whom Thou hast anointed, 
both Herod and Pontius Pilate with the Gentiles 
and people of Israel were gathered together, for 
to do whatsoever Thy hand and Thy counsel de- 
termined before to be done. Acts iv. 27, 28. 
Even when any one received a prediction as 
to himself, his way of acting upon that pre- 
diction rested with his free-agency. Hazael 
fulfilled his through murder; (2 Kgs. viii. 18- 
15.) Jeroboam sought to establish his through 
sin; (1 Kgs. xii. 26-83.) Jehu fulfilled his in 
the letter, not in the spirit. (2 Kgs. x. 31.) 
All abused their free-ageney; the prediction 
did not “destroy the relation of man to his- 
tory.” The whole history of Jeroboam’s 
house, God says,and so of Israel, would have 
been different, had he been faithful to God. 
(1 Kgs. xi. 28.) Tholuck points out an over- 
sight in this whole distinction between pre- 
diction and prophecy. The greatness of pro- 
phecy is proportioned to the greatness of its 
subject. Prophecies then as to the Christ 
were greater than any temporal prophecies. 
But, even as to our Lord Himself, prophecy 
foretold, at times, the greatest things, at 
others what formed a subordinate part, yet 
all were parts of one whole in the Mind of 
God. “ Prophecy,” says Tholuck in reference 
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’ Begotten Son (of Whose Being human nature could, of itself, know ~ 
nothing,) to die for our sins, or that He would give His regenerating 
Spirit to those who believe in Jesus. Prophecy of the Supernatural must 
be itself supernatural. His temporal judgments, when they fall, find more 
response in the souls of us sinners. Yet, although God, in His judg- 
ments of the world throughout the history of the world’, acts, of course, 
in His varied dealings with His creatures, on one law of His All-wise 
Justice, man cannot tell beforehand, either whom He will punish, or 
how. Those predicted punishments mostly come upon one nation by 
another. “God punishes the guilty.” True; but which? Man could 
not know beforehand, on any ground of the Divine justice. The execu- 
tioner was mostly as guilty as the criminal. 

Good and evil are so variedly mingled in nations or individuals, that, 
even when we know that persevering infringements of the Divine laws 
entail in the end, by God’s appointment, certain punishments, yet we 
cannot usurp the prerogative of God, and, of our own minds, pronounce 
His judgments. The forms too of God’s judgments are so manifold; the 
time, when they burst, is so hastened or withheld upon grounds which 
we know not, that, although we know enough to see the justice of those 
judgments when they have come, we do not know enough to foresee those 
judgments before they come, still less their time or their ultimate 
Issue?, 

But, in the time of Old Testament prophecy, mankind had yet to learn, 
both that there was a judgment of the world, and that there was One 
Judge, the One True God. Theorists, here as elsewhere, abuse ungrate- 
fully the knowledge which, as matter of fact, they have gained from 
revelation, to trick out human nature in its fallen state, and claim that, 
as their inherent endowment, which God gave them as a mitigation of 
their ills. 

All along the times before Christ came, prophecy was no mere predic- 
tion, no mere strengthening of faith by the fact of God’s revealed fore- 
knowledge. All along, its subjects were those of the Psalmist’s song’, 
mercy and judgment. All along, it withdrew the veil, not only from things 
invisible as yet by reason of distance, but from that which is to man more 
invisible still, because he would fain not see it, God’s minute, righteous 
Providence, to Whose serene Omniscience nothing is too small to see, to 
Whose Omnipresent Justice nothing is too mighty to control or to pun- 
ish. Even more perplexing yet, than the separate announcement of 
mercy or judgment, is the blending of both. Man cannot, of himself, 
anticipate mercy after judgment; without direct revelation, it is clean 
contrary to man’s “anticipations.” Presumption or despair are alike 


to the distinction of Schleiermacher, “even ment,” conciser in the original, “Die Welt- 

if not without exception, became the concrete —_ geschichte ist das Weltgericht.” quoted by 

view of the future; prediction has every Tholuck, Die Proph. p. 79. 

where prophecy as its background.” Die 2 Ewald rests his idea gf temporal prophecy 

Propheten, 29. end. p. 78. simply on the anticipation of Divine justice. 
1“The world’s-history is the world’s-judg- ’Ps, ci. 1, 
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natural to the heart of man, as conscience is awakened or unawakened. 
To faith only it is revealed, that whom the Lord loveth, He chasteneth. 
Those detailed minute prophecies had their own especial office, to mark 
out, that God’s Judgments were not mere chance (as men, now also, often 
think) ; nor again, (what lies nearer. to the depths of man’s heart, who 
feels himself in the power of the Invisible,) a mere fated thing; but the 
discriminating sentence of the One Ruler of the world. 

So far from those minute temporal prophecies, such as we have in 
Daniel, being alien from Old Testament prophecy, they are, in fact, a part 
of God’s whole way of acting under the old dispensation. 

I would first point out the general indications of such a system of 
minute prophecy running along the whole course of the Old Testament 
history, presupposed by what is related in that history, but extending 
beyond the specific instances which are recorded.. 

1) Such prophecies are presupposed by the test, through which, at all 
times, the true prophet was to be distinguished from the false. The ful- 
fillment or non-fulfillment of definite prophecies is the God-given test of 
the truth or falsehood of the prophet. 'And ?f thou shalt say in thine heart, 
How shall we know the word which the Lord hath not spoken? When a pro- 
phet speaketh in the name of the Lord, if the thing follow not nor come to pass, 
that is the thing which the Lord hath not spoken; the prophet hath spoken it 
presumptuously ; thou shalt not be afraid of him. God forewarned His peo- 
ple of the struggle which there should be between the true prophets and 
the false, and gave them a test of the true. But that test in itself implies 
a near fulfillment of definite prophecy; else it would have been no test 
at all, by which true prophecy could be tried. Such definite prophecy is 
presupposed by all that long actual struggle between the false prophets 
and the true?, which closed only with the suspension of true prophecy, 
and which shall yet be revived before the end of the world*. Sometimes 
it comes to a more solemn issue, as in that grand appeal of the one true 
prophet of God, when standing against the 400 court-prophets of Ahab *. 
The repeated challenge of Isaiah, that the gods of the nations had not 
uttered and could not utter predictions such as he had given in the Name 
of God, and as had been fulfilled, was a challenge of the same sort 


Ghost. 


1 Deut. xviii. 21,2. Iam glad to see this 
recognized by Dr. Stanley, Jewish Church, 
p. 462. 

2See Introd. to Micah, pp. 6,7. False proph- 
ecy reappeared after the captivity. Neh. vi. 
12, 14. Zechariah prophesied its cessation 
under the Gospel, xiii.4. Dr.Stanley instances 
“the prophetess Noadiah and the rest of the 
prophets,” (Neh. vi.) “as indications of the 
prophetic spirit,” “among the Samaritans; ” 
(Ib. p. 423.) as if there were any real connec- 
tion between the false prophets and the true, 
between those who prophesied out of their own 
hearts, and uttered lies in the name of God, 
and those to whom the word of God came, and 
who spake as they were moved by the Holy 


Bitter and sweet are both tastes, 
truth and falsehood are both in word, yet 
most opposite. It is no less confusion to 
blend those, who stood in directest antagon- 
ism, the instruments of God or the instru- 
ments of Satan, e.g. p. 429, “The prophets 
were to be found in considerable numbers, 
fifty, or even 400, ata time.” The 50 (2 Kgs. 
ji. 16.) were prophets of God; the 400, false 
prophets of an idol. 1 Kgs. xxii. 6. 

8 Rev. xvi. 13, xix. 20, xx. 10. 

41 Kgs. xxii. 6-28. Probably the 400 Ash- 
taroth-prophets which did eat at Jezebel’s table. 
Ib. xviii. 19. 

5 xli. 21-23, 26-28, xlii. 9, xlili. 9-12, xliv. 7, 
8, 25-28, xlv. 11, 19, 21, xlvi. 9, xlvili. 3-7, 14-16. 
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to the heathen world, as Daniel’s exposition of the dreams of Nebuchad- 
nezzar or of the hand-writing on the wall, when the wise men of Babylon 
had failed, was in act. , Accurate fulfillment, of which men were cogni- 
zant, is implied by the simple declaration, with which Amos winds up his 
series of likenesses; ! Surely the Lord God will do nothing, but He revealeth 
His secret unto His servants the prophets. 

2) Still further, there are, in the earliest provisions of the law and in 
the history of Samuel, indications, that God condescended to shew His 
individual care and superintendence of human things by a more minute 
personal foretelling, than is recorded. It was a part of the office of 
2 Hleazar the High Priest to ask counsel for Joshua, after the judgment of Urim 
and Thummim. We see, in a few instances in the history of David, how 
habitually he consulted God thereby, and what minute answers as to the 
proximate future were given him, when his own human sagacity was 
utterly at fault®. The defence of the high priest, when accused by Doeg 
of having consulted: God for him against Saul, implies that he had so 
done for him in times past. He consulted for him, as for one employed 
by the king, and knew nothing of these changes. “ Did I now begin* to 
inquire of God for him?—Thy servant knew nothing of all this, less or 
more.” And indeed on that self-same occasion, we know the fact, that 
David then so consulted Ahimelech, only through Doeg’s accusation and 
the High-Priest’s admission®. Even Saul, in his short-lived better days, 
had so inquired of the Lord, though with his characteristic fitfulness © 
Then, for a long time, he disused it. It would lie in his character, to 
have disused it from the day when God answered him not’. As is the 
wont of faith without love, he recurred, in the extremity of his fortunes, 
to all the means whereby God would be consulted, and, when God would 
not answer, had resort to evil powers. * When Saul inquired of the Lord, 
the Lord answered him not, neither by dreams, nor by Urim, nor by prophets. 
® God is departed from me, and answereth me no more, neither by prophets nor 
by dreams. 

The use of the Urim lasted, probably, until the Captivity ; since after 
the Captivity it is spoken of as something which might perhaps still be, 
restored ©, if God so willed. 

3) But this was apparently reserved for persons in eminent station, 
whose acts concerned the well-being of the whole. The relation of 
Samuel to the people, at the close of that disorganized period of the 
Judges, belongs more to private life. It is expressly mentioned, at the 


1See on Am. iii. 7. 2Num. xxvii. 21. the sword of the Angel of the Lord. 1 Chr. 


31 Sam. xxiii. 2, 4, 6, 9-12, xxx. 7, 8,2 Sam. 
ii. 1, v. 19, 23, xxi.l. Probably it was in refer- 
ence to Zadok’s office, as priest, that David 
said to him, Art thou not a Seer? 2 Sam. xv. 
27. Itis noticed that, in the 3 days’ pesti- 
lence inflicted for the pride in numbering 
the people, David could not go before it (the 
tabernacle of the Lord, being at Gibeon) to 
enquire of God; for he was afraid, because of 


xxi. 30. 

4ondmA DI 1 Sam. xxii. 15. 

5 Ib. 9, 10. SIb. xiv. 18, 19, 

7 Ib. 87. 

8 Tb. xxviii. 6. 9Tb. 15. 

10“ And the Tirshatha said, that they should 
not eat of the most holy things, till there 
stood up a priest with Urim and with Thum- 
mim.” Ear. ii. 63, Neh. vii. 65. 
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beginning of God’s revelation to him!', The word of God was rare in those 
days ; there was no vision spread abroad. This scarcity must stand in con- 
trast with fullness, before, or after, or both; for it is said, in those days. 
Samuel’s foretellings were frequent, and had that characteristic of Divine 
truth, that they never failed. His prophetic office was so authenticated. 
Samuel grew?, it is said after that first revelation, and the Lord was with 
him and did let none of his words fall to the ground. And all Israel, from 
Dan even to Beersheba, knew that Samuel was established a prophet of the 
Lord. And the Lord appeared again in Shiloh: for the Lord revealed Him- 
self to Samuel in Shiloh by the word of the Lord ; not in vision only, but by 
inward inspiration. The name of Seer implies a habitual “ foreseeing ” of 
things which others saw not. To ask God through him was a common 
every-day thing. * Beforetime in Israel, when a man went to inquire of God, 
thus he spake, Come, and let us go to the Seer. Saul’s servant was cognizant 
of the fact, that ‘all that he saith cometh surely to pass. His proposal to 
consult Samuel about the lost asses causes no surprise, beforehand, in the 
event, or when related to Saul’s uncle®. It is accepted as the natural 
solution of the visit to Samuel which had seemed remarkable. Yet this 
too had its parallel in the Gospel. Saul’s heart was prepared for the 
religious influence of the company of the prophets who, Samuel had 
predicted, would meet him, by the fulfillment of previous prophecy as to 
ordinary wayfarers®. The hearts of the disciples were prepared for the 
great mysteries of the Passion’ and of the Holy Eucharist® by the 
minute prophecy as to the place where they should find the ass and the 
colt tied, and the answer of the owner, when they should loose them’; 
and by that other of the man, bearing a pitcher of water, who should shew 
them a large upper room furnished and prepared®. Those prophecies of 
the Old Testament are not more minute, nor do they relate to circum- 
stances more apparently incidental, than these two of our Lord Him- 
self. 

4) It would seem, from the breadth of the expression used, on occasion 
of Samuel, that this habit of inquiring and obtaining answers from God 
did not begin in his time. Beforetime in Israel, when a man went to inquire 
of God thus he spake, &c.—he, that is now called a prophet, (Nabi) was before 
called a Seer (Roeh). This seems to go beyond the case of Samuel’s con- 
temporaries. As, habitually, in after times, people consulted the “ pro- 
phet” (Nabi) in their emergencies, so now the “Seer,” (Roeh.) The two 
offices were thenceforth united. In the early times, the title “prophet” 
mostly described those who were recipients of Divine revelation or in- 
spiration, but did not themselves predict the future*. Abraham was en- 


11 Sam. iii. 1. 2Tb. 19-21. Ib. ix. 9. 70, on whom the Spirit of God came, by im- 
4 Ib. 6. 5 Ib. 6-10, 20, x. 2, 16. plication; (the title Nebiim, would that all 
6 Ib. x. 2-10. God’s people were (Nebiim) prophets, corre- 
78. Matt. xxi. 1-3, S. Luke xix. 29-34. sponding to the word, they prophesied, i. e. 
8S. Mark xiv. 13-16, 8. Luke xxii. 10-13. praised God by inspiration of God. Num. xi. 


9The title is given to Abraham; (Gen. xx. 25-9.) The prophet, sent by God, Judg. vi. 8, 
7. see Ps. cy. 15.) Aaron, as the speaker for exercised the pastoral office of the prophet 
Moses (Ex. Vii. 1.); Miriam (Ex. xv. 20.); the only. He was (like the man of God, sent to 
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titled a prophet, received great prophecies, but did not himself prophesy. 
Jacob prophesied, but is not called a prophet. Prophecies of Moses con- 
tained the whole future of Israel, yet he is called a prophet by implica- 
tion only. 

5) The title also, Gad,1 David's Seer, >Heman, the king’s seer in the words 
of God,* Jeduthun, the king’s seer, implies apparently some special relation 
of those prophets to David, as “seeing” for him what he saw not. On one 
occasion, Gad gave him prophetic advice as to his safety, which he 
obeyed *. 

6) To inquire of the Lord was as received an idiom before the return 
from the Captivity, as to “consult ” a physician or a lawyer is among us. 
The language occurs throughout the Old Testament. Not to repeat what 
has been cited, Rebekkah, before Esau and Jacob were born, went to ® in- 
quire of the Lord, and received a prophecy as to the future of the nations 
to be born of her unborn sons. Immediately after the death of Joshua, 
the children of Israel asked of the Lord, who shall go wp for us against the 
Canaanites first, to fight against then? And the Lord said, Judah shall go 
up. Behold, I have delivered the land into his hand. Again, they cried unto 
God, when oppressed by Philistines and Ammonites, and received an 
answer’, rejecting them for awhile, it is not said through whom: After 
the defeat at Gibéah, in the time of the Judges, the collected tribes thrice 
“inquired of” God* as to their punishment of Benjamin. Having pre- 
viously inquired by lot, as to the king to be given them, when Saul was 
taken, they were told verbally, on inquiry, where he was to be found®. It 
is remarked, as something unwonted, we inquired not at it (the ark) in 
the days of Saul, i. e. after his degeneracy. In Dayid’s days, it was a pro- 
verb of the acute practical sagacity of Ahitophel, 4“ The counsel of Ahito- 
phel, which he counseled in those days, was as if aman had inquired at the oracle 


reprove Eli, 1 Sam. ii. 27,) sent on a specific 
message of rebuke, but was no bearer of pro- 
phecy. In Judg. ii. 20-22, it is not said, who 
was the organ of the prophecy. It is, {n sub- 
stance, the same as that at the beginning of 
ch. ii. 1-4, which was delivered through an 
angel. Deborah the prophetess (Judg. iv. 9,) 
uttered a signal prophecy, but there is no 
trace that she was a seer. The other cases, 
in which the word is used, are themselves 
prophecies (Num. xii. 6, Deut. xiii. 1, 3, 5, 
Xviil. 15, 18, 20, 22.); they foretell what should 
be, they do not speak of what was then. 
Deut. xxxiv. 10, only says what was not, not 
what was. There arose not a prophet since in 
Israel, like unto Moses. The writer of the 
book of Samuel states, that in his time the 
nabi, prophet of God, was the organ of answer- 
ing those who “inquired of God,” as, in 
Samuel’s time, “the seer.” He does not say, 
that this was the only office of the prophet, 
nor that there had not been any prophets 
(Nebiim) before Samuel; only that those who 


exercised that one office, had not that name 
in his time. Colenso’s argument then against 
the Pentateuch drawn from it (n. 248.) is a 
mistake of his own. Even after this, pro- 
phets are mentioned collectively, whose only 
office apparently was that, corresponding to 
the use of the word in Num. xi. 29, the in- 
spired praise of God. 1 Sam. x. 5, 10-12, xix. 
20. In both cases, they are designated by 
ancient words; the one, “ company (np 


of prophets,” occurring there only, (xix. 203) 
the other, an) “band of prophets,” oecur- 
ring probably in that sense in x. 5, 10. only. 
12 Sam. xxiv. 11,1 Chron. xxi. 9,.2 Chron. 
xxix. 26. 
21 Chron. xxy. 5. 82 Chron. xxxv. 15. 
41 Sam. xxii. 5. 5Gen. xxv. 22. 
6 Judg. i. 1, 2. TIb. x. 10-14. 
8Ib. xx. 18, 23, (with mention of the ark) 
27, 8. 
91 Sam. x. 22. 
112 Sam. xvi. 23. 


101 Chr. xiii. 3. 


* 
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of God. So was all the counsel of Ahitophel both with David and with Absa- 
lom. Jehoshaphat asks Ahab1, Inquire, I pray thee, at the word of the Lord 
to-day, and would not be put off with the 400 Ashtaroth prophets; Js 
there not still here a prophet of the Lord, that we may inquire of him? When 
the king of Israel desponded in the war with Moab, Jehoshaphat’s instant 
resource was, as before’, Is there not here a prophet of the Lord, that we may 
inquire of the Lord by him? He says at once of Elisha, The word of 
the Lord is with him. When the neglected book of the law had 
been found in the temple, Josiah sent to Huldah the prophetess to 
inquire as to the future of Judah, and. was answered that God had 
heard his prayers and that the evil should not be in his days *. 
The godless Zedekiah still sent to inquire of the Lord by Jerémiah ‘. 
In the Captivity, people, estranged from God, inquired of Him by 
Ezekiel *®, and were told that it would be to their hurt®. In the idola- 
trous kingdom of Israel too, Jeroboam sent to the prophet Ahijah, to 
inquire as to the issue of his son’s sickness’. God also, by Elijah, pro- 
nounced that Ahaziah should not recover, because he had inquired of 
the god of Ekron, not of God*. Even Benhadad sent to Elisha, to 
inquire whether he should recover of his disease ®; and a messenger from 
Edom came to ask Isaiah as to the issue of the night of calamity which 
threatened them: they were bidden, if they would indeed inquire, to 
inquire with earnestness, and so to return, come”. 

Prophecies, on one principle yet so varied, declaring, all along, what 
the natural heart of man is still so slow to believe, that all human things 
are minutely ordered by His Will, Who knows alike the number of the 
stars and. of the hairs of our heads which He alike created, the fall 
of a sparrow or of a kingdom to the ground, are anything but “" ex- 
ceptional.” Sometimes, through the importance of the occasion and 
of the answer, they became a part of those prophecies, which declared 
the nearer temporal future of Israel. 

The prophecies, which God has willed to preserve to us as the main 
system of Old Testament prophecy, had these three chief subjects; 1) 
God’s purpose of love in the promised Seed, the pure unlooked-for, unan- 
ticipated effluence of the love of the Creator. 2) Temporal judgments, 
the images, earnests, heralds, of the judgment to come. 8) Temporal 
mercies, in, amid, through, those temporal judgments. 

Of these three distinct distances of prophecy, prophecy as to Him, 
Whose Coming was the main object of the choice of the Jewish people, 
the Seed in Whom all the nations of the earth should be blessed”, was ex- 
panded or defined the most slowly. Forgiveness, through the Sacrifice, 
was impresssed by the rite of sacrifice. Else, the promise stood, like a 
beacon-light at the end of a long vista, of which the whole was fore- 
shortened, yet that first long future shewed that it was a great way off. 


1] Kgs. xxii. 5, 7. 6 Ib. xiv. 4, 5, 7-10. 71 Kings xiy. 2-14. 
22 Kings iii. 11, 12. 8Ib. xxii. 12-20. , 82 Kings i. 3, 4-6, 16, 17. 
4 Jer. xxi. 2, xxxvii. 17. 9Ib. viii. 8, 14. 10 Ts, xxi. 11, 12. 


5 Ezek. xiv. 1-3, xx. 3. 11 Stahelin, p. 191. Gen. xxii. 18. 


940 THREE DISTANCES OF OLD TESTAMENT PROPHECY. 


Time and circumstance as to His earthly Origin, Birth of a Virgin, Birth- 
place, Character, Offices, Life, Death, Divinity, Atonement, Sufferings, 
rejection by His own, acceptance by us Gentiles, Glory, everlasting King- 
dom, were expanded gradually, and most toward the time, when the 
gradual setting-in and deepening of God’s temporal judgments might 
shake faith as to His yet distant purpose of love. 

Of the two nearer distances of temporal prophecy, the furthest point 
was, to Abraham, the deliverance of his descendants from Egypt after 
the 400 years of affliction, and the judgments on the nation-whom they 
should serve and who should afflict them!. The nearer events of pro- 
phecy to the Patriarchs, as time went on, were, the destruction of Sodom 
and Gomorrah?; the preternatural birth of Isaac*; the increase of Ish- 
mael and the character of his descendants*; the beginning of the future 
of Esau and his descendants*; the temporal predictions to Jacob®; the 
elevation of Joseph’, the seven years’ plenty and seven years’ famine of 
Egypt’. 

The prediction to Abraham, as to the deliverance from Egypt, was the 
first of a series of prophecies of judgment on the world, that first separa- 
tion of the people of God from those who would be His enemies, and of 
God’s opposite dealings with each; faint, yet, as a separation, expressive 
shadow of the great separation at the End. ° That nation, whom they shall 
serve, will I judge, and afterward they shall come out with great substance. It 
was the first of the prophecies against the Heathen nations, not as Heathen, 
(for as Heathen, or simply as enemies of the Jews, no nation is threat- 
ened,) but as transgressors of God’s unwritten law, graven, as it is until 
obliterated by man’s will, on every human heart. And, if the people of 
God should become not God’s people, the like or severer judgments were 
foretold to them; nay, judgment was evermore prophesied as to ™ begin 
with the house of God, and to fall on the heathen instruments of its execu- 
tion, only for exceeding or abusing their commission. Those judgments 
on Israel were to have several stages; they were to increase, Moses fore- 
told”, in severity; at last, on impenitence, they were to end in a tempor- 
ary captivity; and that, on repentance, was to issue in restoration to 
their own land. Such, at the distance of 850 years, was the furthest 
horizon of their then future. 

But, within this period, there were marked lesser periods, each with 
its own prophecies of weal or woe. Nor were these any chance unsyste- 
matic predictions. Varied, often minute, seldom repeated identically, 
they were one in their end and purpose, to fix in men’s minds, that God 
held in His hands His creature’s destiny, that good and evil came from 
Him, and were apportioned by Him Who foretold them ere they came, 


1Gen. xy. 13,14. 2Ib. xviii. 17-21, xix. 13. 6Ib. xxviii. 15, xxxi. 3 sqq., xxxii. 9, 28. 
3 Tb. xy. 4-6, xvii. 1-19. comp. Rom. iy. 3, | (comp. Hos. xii. 4.) 

16-21. TIb. xxxvii. 6-9. 8 Tb. xli. 
4Ib. xvi. 10-12, xvii. 20, xxi. 18. Tb. xv. 14. 
5Ib. xxv. 23, xxvii. 39, 40. (comp. xxxvi. 10 Hos. i. 9. 11] Pet. iv. 17. 


6, 7.) 12 Ley. xxvi. 


TEMPORAL PROPHECIES OF JUDGMENT AND MERCY. 


241 


—good of His own free goodness, evil as drawn upon His creatures by 
their own eyil. 

One such period, the prophesied 40 years}, during which they were to 
wander in the wilderness, until the former generation should have died 
there, had already elapsed. ; 

The next period, that of comparative obedience under J oshua, was chiefly 
one of fulfillment of prophecy. Yet here too prophecy accompanied even 
miracle, (as at the passage of the Jordan, or the fall of the walls of 
Jericho,) and the leading events of the conquest, as the capture of Ai, 
the defeat of the five kings, and the crowning victory by the waters of 
Merom. Over and above the fulfillment of the larger prophecy, that 
they should inherit the land promised to their fathers, the blessings of 
Jacob and Moses, so far as they related to temporal things, began their 
course of fulfillment. The lot, directed by God, fulfilled the specific 
promises to Asher, Zebulon, Issachar, and as to the territorial portions of 
Ephraim and Judah”. The tribes, in the nature of their temporal bless- 
ings, had a perpetual memory, not of the goodness only, but of the Provi- 
dence of God, Who brought about for each, what He had promised to 
each. The vines of Judah’; the exceeding fruitfulness of the portion of 
Ephraim and Manasseh *; the olive-groves of Asher®, its iron and brass 
from its near Tyrian merchandise®; the active commerce of Zebulon’, 
and the glass of its sands*; the resting enrichment of Issachar, through 


1Num. xiv. 33, xxxii. 13, Deut. ii. 14. 

2The portions of Judah, Ephraim, and 
Manasseh, were assigned to them by lot, only 
before the rest. (Josh. xy. 1, xvi. 1, xvii. 1, 
2.) “By lot was their inheritance, as the 
Lord commanded by the hand of Moses, for 
the nine tribes and the half tribe. Josh. xiv. 2. 

3Gen. xlix. 11. Hebron, below which lay 
the valley of Eshcol, was given to Caleb on 
condition of expelling its giant inhabitants. 
(Josh. xiv. 12,13.) The Vineyards of Engedi 
(Cant. i. 14,) also lay in Judah. Its vines and 
balsams were still famed in the timé of Ori- 
gen (in Cant. Opp. iii. 67.). “Uzziah had 
vine-dressers in the mountains and in Car- 


mel,” [of Judah.] 2 Chr. xxvi.10. The ter- 


races, on the sides of the now barren moun- 
tains of Judah, were noticed by Clarke 
(Travels, ii. 520,) and by General Straton as 
“vestiges of ancient luxuriance.” (in Keith 
on Prophecy, p. 109.) 

4Gen. xlix. 25, Deut. xxxiii. 13, 14, Jer. ili. 
19. “All travelers bear testimony to the 
‘general growing richness’ and beauty of the 
country in going northward from Jerusa- 
lem, the ‘innumerable fountains’ and stream- 
lets, the villages more thickly seattered than 
anywhere in the south, the continuous corn- 
fields and orchards, the moist vapory atmos- 
phere.” (Martineau, 516, 521. V. d. Velde, 
i. 386, 8. Stanley, 234, 5.) Grote, in Smith Bibl. 


16 


Dict. vy. Ephraim. Add Von Schubert, iii. 127, 
Drew, Scripture Lands, p. 95. 

5 Deut. xxxili. 24. It included Carmel, (on 
its richness see on Am. i.2,) the Western end 
of the valley of Esdraelon, and a rich lowland 
on the shore from Carmel to Zidon. (Jos. Ant. 
v. 1. 22.) 

6 Tt is foretold, that the metals should be in 
abundant use in a manufactured state, not, 
that they should be found in Asher. The 
language is different from that in Deut. viii. 
9, where Moses speaks of Palestine generally 
as “a land whose stones are iron, and out of 
whose hills thou mayest dig brass.” Iron 
was supplied in abundance by the basalt of 
Hauran, and is found in Lebanon. Volney, i. 
233. Russegger, i. 693, 4. Palestine has not, 
however, been explored geologically, so as to 
show whether there are worked-out mines. 

7Gen. xlix. 13, Deut. xxxili. 19. All have 
remarked on the difficulty of tracing exactly 
the boundaries of each tribe, partly because 
many places are not yet identified, partly be- 
cause, the distribution being (as Keith ob- 
served) that of towns with their districts, the 
line was probably very irregular, as in some 
of our English counties. Josephus says, 
“They of Zabulon received the country, ex- 
tending to the lake of Gennesareth, and 
around Carmel and the sea.” Ant. y. 1. 22. 

8 Deut. xxxili. 19. “Two miles from Ptole- 
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which that commerce passed!; the enriching neighborhood of the sea of 
Galilee to Naphtali?;—these were no mere natural gifts of God’s Provi- 
dence. Their several blessings were, in a manner, the heraldic mottoes 
of each tribe, and spoke of God’s foreordaining love. Still more, those 
portions of the pgophecy which portrayed the character of the tribes. 
They are the banner of God hanging over them, when faithful to Him. 
The lion-might of Judah, of Gad, and of Dan*, Ephraim’s horns of power, 
the swift energy of Benjamin‘, could be put forth, on each occasion, as 
strength which God had pledged to them. In that reeling strife which 
Jacob foretold of Gad, and which, at the Eastern outskirts of the land, he 
had ever to wage, now pressed in, but at the last overcoming®, he bore, a 
more than “ charmed,” a God-protected “life.” So Dan, trampled upon 
in the dust by the horse-hoofs of the enemy, was still, out of the dust, to 
cast backward the horse and his rider, deadly as a serpent’s bite®. And 
yet, although Dan was then little inferior in numbers to Judah’, and 
larger than either Ephraim or Manasseh separately, the brunt of the con- 
flict was to be borne by Judah and Ephraim. The blessing to Judah, 
8 Thou wilt bring him back to his people; his hands strive for him; and help 


mais a very little stream runs by, called Be- 
leus, where by the tomb of Memnon is a 
wondrous place of 100 cubits. It is circular 
and hollow, and yields the sand for glass; 
after it has been emptied, many shiploads 
haying been taken, it is filled up again.” 
Jos. B. J. ii. 10.2. “A tiny shore, but unex- 
hausted.” Tac. Hist. v.7. “A shore of not 
above half a mile, it has sufficed for yielding 
glass during so many centuries.” Plin. N. H. 
xxxvi. 26. Ps. Jon. on Deut. xxxiii. 19. has, 
“they produced mirrors and vessels of glass 
from the shore.” 

1Gen. xlix. 14, 15, Deut. xxxiii.18,9. ‘“ Re- 
joice, Zebulun, in thy going out, and, Issa- 
char, in thy tents.” The rule of Hebrew 
parallelism, whereby each hemistich may be 
supplied out of the other, hardly applies 
here, where the main subject of each hemi- 
stich is a distinct tribe. For, if it were para- 
phrased, “ Rejoice, Zebulun and Issachar, in 
thy going out and in thy tents,” there would 
be nothing assigned as characteristic of 
either, contrary to the character of the other 
prophecies. The mention of the tents, in 
contrast to the “ going out” of: Issachar, cor- 
responds with the image in Gen. xlix. Their 
joint enrichment is expressed in Deut. xxxiii. 
19. The rich “great plain” of Esdraelon fell 
almost wholly to Issachar. 

2 Naphtalistretehed far Northward from the 
N. W. end of the sea of Galilee to Anti-libanus, 
with which Mount Naphtali was connected. 
Josephus says, “The Naphtalites received 
the parts turned toward the East unto Da- 
mascus, and the upper parts of Galilee to 


Mount Lebanus and the sources of Jordan.” 
(Ant. y. 1. 22.) It would thus become the 
channel of the trade from Damascus south- 
ward. The description, “He giveth goodly 
words,” (Gen. xlix. 21.) has no known ex- 
planation in those times. Yet the Eng. Vers. 
“ Naphtaliisa hind let loose, he giveth goodly 
words,” (which Dr. Stanley pronounces, “ mis- 
translated,” Pal. 363,) is right. The render- 
ing, “is a spreading terebinth; he giveth 
forth goodly boughs;” Ib. (originally from 
Bochart, li. 258. Leipz.) is founded on an al- 
tered text, nON for TPS, and in lieu of 
“YS, ON for “VS, ‘from a DS, which 
occurs only in Is. xvii. 6, 9, has no known 
plural, and in its own nature would not have 
one, since it means, not “bough,” generally, 
but, as we say, “a leader.” ‘ Leaders” 
would, of course, be a defect. Onk. Vulg. 
Syr. Saad. Sam.-Ar. agree so far against the 
LXX. 

®The title “lion’s whelp,” etymologically 
would signify the cub, not yet separated from 
its mother, and (Ezek. xix. 2, 3, 5) is used of 
the age before it has grown to be the “young 
lion,” \"55, which catches prey. Yet there 
is apparently no such emphasis here, since it 
is used of Judah. (Gen. xlix. 9.) 

4Gen. xlix. 27. 

5 Tb, 19. 6 Ib. 17. 

7™Dan in the 2d year, 62,700; (Num. i. 38, 
39.) Judah, 74,600. (Ib. 26, 7.) Dan, in the 
39th year, 64,400; (Ib, xxyi. 42, 3.) Judah 
76,500. (Ib. 22.) 

8 Deut. xxxiii. 7. 
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from his eneniies Thou wilt be, was the abiding hope of the wives and 
mothers of Judah, when its armies went forth to the field. 

Three tribes had, for the misdeeds of their first fathers, lost, succes- 
sively, the primogeniture; existence alone was promised them; but 
Reuben was excluded from eminence, Simeon and Levi were to be dis- 
persed in Israel. In the wilderness, Reuben, 7th in point of numbers, 
sought to recover the primogeniture'; Simeon appears to have been 
prominent in the abominations of Baal-Peor?, and had lost nearly two 
thirds of its numbers, since the first numbering in the wilderness *; Levi’s 
fierceness had become a sanctified zeal. Simeon then disappeared from 
the blessing of Moses‘; Reuben’s perilous pride was stayed by the pro- 
phecy of the fewness of his numbers®; the sentence on Levi, although 
unreversed, was turned into a blessing and an occasion of greater near- 
ness to God. So was there stamped on the history of the people the great 
law of the justice and love of God, that irreversible chastisement deepens 
on persevering impenitence, but, on repentance, became, through the 
rich exuberance of His mercy, the channel of His choicest favors. In 
the subsequent history, although Simeon and Reuben still lived, Reuben 
so dwindled away, that we find his cities completely in the possession of 
Moab and Ammon; Simeon had a scanty settlement taken out of Judah§, 
yet, if the tradition be true, he too gained by the breaking of his fierce 
might, and while some of his sons, in search of pastoral wealth, broke out 
beyond the borders of the promised land’, and probably became an Arab 
tribe®, others became the teachers of the little children of Israel®. 
These prophecies had their continuous fulfillment, and so, when, after 
nearly 33 centuries, Judah, from being an eminent, became the royal 
tribe, the promise that it should not be dissolved until Shiloh should 
come, gained the more impressive significance, was fixed by Ezekiel, and 


1Such seems to have been the object of the 
rebellion of Dathan and Abiram, claiming 
civil, as Korah and his company of Leyites 
claimed ecclesiastical, dignity, Num. xvi. 

2Num. xxv. 14. 

3 It had 59,300, Num. i. 23; but 22,200, only, 
Ib. xxvi. 14. 

4The remarkableness of its omission gave 
rise to an incorrect correction in the Alex. 
MS. of the LXX. which got over two seeming 
difficulties at once by insertingeit in the 
verse relating to Reuben; “and let Simeon 
be many in number.” Apollinaris observes 
that “the accurate copies do not mention 
Simeon.” 

5“ Let Reuben live and not die; and let 
his men be few.” The E. V., following Aben 
Ezra, has supplied the “not” from the pre- 
ceding clause; but this, although not infre- 
quent, when the negative is in the main 
clause, is not admissible when (as here) it is 
in a subordinate clause. The Verss. then 
rightly omit the negative, although the Vulg. 


alone has the rendering, “et sit parvus in 
numero.” 

6 Josh. xix. 9. 71 Chr. iv. 39-43. 

8 Tebrizi,in his Comm.on the Hammasa, 
mentions three Jewish-Arab tribes as exist- 
ing up to the times of Mohammed. 

9“ Another exposition, ‘there shall not be 
to thee poor scribes and teachers of infants, 
save from Simeon.’” Rashi ad loc. The 
Jerus. Targ. has, “I will divide the tribe of 
Simeon, able teachers of the law in the con- 
gregation of Jacob.” That of Ps. Jon. “1 
will divide the possession of the sons of 
Simeon into two parts; one part shall go 
forth to it out of the midst of the sons of 
Judah, and part among the rest of the tribes 
of Jacob.” 

» yw (as it stands in the Hebrew text) 
would be an old form, which, becoming a 
propername thus early, never entered into the 
ordinary language. Inthis case Ezekiel’s para- 
phrase, which anyhow attests that he recog- 
nized the prophecy as relating to the Messias, 
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became the centre of the temporal hopes of Israel’s continuance, when it 
was hemmed in to the two tribes whose permanence was promised or 


hinted at, Judah and Benjamin. 


So, largest and least meet in these two 


great prophecies, the obedience of the heathen to Him our Peace, the 
calling of the Gentiles by those Northern tribes, where Jesus lived and 


would indicate also that the original meaning 
of the name was not familiar to his hearers. 
Remove the diadem and take off the crown—I 
will overturn, overturn, overturn it, and it shalt 
be no more, until He come Whose right it is ; 
and Iwill give it. (xxi. 31, 2. Heb.) Ezekiel’s 
wav 12 WN NITY may have been 
chosen to bring out the personal sense of the 
word 7)5?vi, (if written and pointed mbw for 
vbw, as, in the next verse, MV}? TNI0,) 
which was not expressed by the form of the 
word itself. Ezekiel’s paraphrase apparently 
determined Onkelos to render, “until Messias 
shall come, Whose is the kingdom,” (retained 
in the Targ. Hieros.) and the Greek transla- 
tors, the Syriac, and Saadias, (ra amoxeiueva 
avTo, LXX. and Theod. in Eus. Dem. Ev. p. 
370; @ amdxertar, Ag. Symm.; “he whose it 
is,’ Syr. Saad.) There is nothing to be said 
against this, since, (apart from Gen. vi. 3,) 
W=1W® certainly occurs in the ancient 
song of Deborah, (Judg. v. 7.) and, being also 
Pheenician, is an early, not a late form of the 
relative. (See Introd. to Jonah, p. 376.) 

The reading abw, however, is attested 
by the paraphrase of Ps. Jon. “until the time 
that the king Messiah shall come, the little 
one of his sons,’ from Sows, TGs brows, 
“embryo,” or the Arab. Saleel, “ the new-born 
male child taken from its mother’s womb.” 
(So Abulw. & Kim.) The authority of the 
MSS. is also for it; 38 MSS. only having the 
defective aby, none the punctuation ribvi. 
The exstant Samaritan text also omits the My 
but the Samaritan version retains the word 
as a proper name; an Arab-Sam. Comm. on 
Genesis comments on the»; one Arab-Sam. 
version substitutes Solomon, or peacemaker, 
while another renders, “he who is worthy 
of it.” De Rossi Varr. Lect. iv. App. pp. 217, 
219. There are traces of a Kri and Kethiv, 
mbw Keth. mbvi Kri in the Echa Rabba- 
thi, f. 586. Ven. 1545 (but Mow Keth. in 
Mart. Pug. Fid. f. 531.) and of a Kri vow in 
Mattan Chehun. in Norzi ap. de R. p. 218. An 
etymology rat ‘w, “to him are gifts,” occurs 
in the Beresh. Ketsara in Mart. f. 251. and in 
the Talmud Horaioth in Yalkut Shimeoni, f. 
49.3 and in Rashi in de Rossi, p. 219. In this 
case the form would be according to the 


analogy of now from now and ma from 


153, &e., (see Hengst. Christ. i. 68. ed. 1.) 
This must anyhow be the etymology of the 
name of the place Shiloh, “rest,” a name 
given probably after Israel rested there. 
The etymology remains the same, if WW 
be regarded as an abridged form for pow. 
(Hengst. i. 68. ed. 2.) Nothing turns on the 
etymology; the only question raised gram- 
matically, is, whether the proper name Shiloh 
be the Nom. or the Acc.; until Shiloh come, or 
until he come to Shiloh. 

The rendering, “ until he come to Shiloh,” 
is obviously the reverse of the fact, since the 
eminence of Judah was, not before he came 
to Shiloh, but afterward. The words, “staff, 
sceptre,” must relate either to the rule in 
Judah or of Judah;.i.e. of the tribe within 
itself, or toward the other tribes. Of the tribe 
within itself, it would be unmeaning, if 
limited to the entrance into the promised 
land; since it was equally true of every other 
tribe. Of rule toward others, it would be 
untrue; since, although the most numerous 
tribe and first in dignity, (the birthright, for- 
feited by the elder sons, Reuben, Simeon, 
Levi, having descended to it,) it had abso- 
lutely no authority. The sole authority, 
which was lodged anywhere, was that given 
directly by God to Moses of the tribe of Levi, 
and subsequently to Joshua of the tribe of 
Ephraim. Caleb was faithful as well as 
Joshua, but Joshua had entire authority 
given him; Caleb, the chief prince of Judah, 
was as subordinate as any other. Rationalist 
interpreters have no choice but to call the 
prophecy, one “framed after the event,” (e. g. 
Davidson, i. 198.) i.e. falsehood. But then 
they are bound to shew that it agrees with 
the eyent. They cannot deny that, on the 
Jewish and Christian interpretation, it does. 
Judah did maintain its corporate existence 
until Jesus came, and then was dissolved. 
On the Anti-Christian, it had no fulfillment. 
The facts, that it was the most numerous 
tribe, that it marched first in the wilderness, 
that it drew its lot first for its inheritance, 
involve no authority. In numbers, it was | 
little more tham Joseph, (i.e. Ephraim and 
Manasseh collecfively,) one-seventh only 
larger than Dan. In the wilderness, it 
marched at the head of two tribes, East of 
the Ark, as did Reuben on the South, Ephraim 
on the West, Dan on the North. This was 
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whence Apostles came, and which were, above the rest, the high-way of 
Palestine. Then Zebulon indeed rejoiced in its going out, and, with 
Naphtali, ‘called the people to the mount, i. e. the Holy Mount of God. 

The prophecy, (in the sense in which all understood it, until, in the last 
century, it was in the interest of unbelief not to understand it), fixed, at 
the new era of the people, the promise to Abraham. The promise, “in 
thy seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed,” was expanded in 
both its parts. Judah was pointed out as the line, in which that Seed 
should come; the blessing was, that He should be “ Peace;” that blessing 
was to reach the Gentiles through obedience to Him. The name Shiloh 
was enlarged in the later prophecies of “the Prince Peace.” 

The book of Judges almost opens with the prophecy, that the nations 
whom they had left should be as ? thorns in their sides, and their gods a snare. 
Its history contains the fulfillment of this, and is the first stage of the com- 
pletion of Moses’ prophecy. The deliverances on repentance are some- 
times without, yet, in the cases of Barak*® and Gideon* and Sampson, 
with prophecy. 

The chain of individual personal prophecy was continued on in the pre- 
dicted judgments on Eli’s sons®, and on his house’; on Saul’; even on 
David in the threefold punishment on his great sin’; on Solomon”; as, to 
each there had been preceding promises". Yet the predictions are not 
scattered profusely. That upon Eli’s house, as it was fulfilled in successive 


dignity, not authority. The camp of Judah 
(Num. ii. 9.) had no other character than that 
of Reuben, (Ib. 10.) Ephraim, (24.) Dan. (31.) 
In the whole conquest of Canaan under 
Joshua, it has not evenany priority; although, 
if it had, a regiment or tribe, ordered to 
march first, has dignity, not authority. Itis 
under, not in command. But, in a marked 
way, throughout that history, (except when, 
after the conquest, Caleb volunteered, and 
Ephraim asked for a larger lot,) the children 
of Israel nre spoken of as one whole. Itis 
throughout, Israel, all Israel, the children of 
Israel. The several tribes are merged in the 
whole. Twice in the book of Judges, Judah 
is related to have gone first to battle, by com- 
mand of God. (Judg. i.1, 2, xx. 18.) On the 
first occasion, he fought only as a tribe, 
joining in mutual alliance with Simeon, 
whose lof was taken out of his. (Judg. i. 3.) 
But both cases shew that it had no such pre- 
rogative; else, there had been no occasion to 
inquire of God. 

Still more unmeaning does the other clause 
become, “and to him [i.e. Judah] shall be 
the obedience of the nations,” i.e. (as these 
writers explain it) “Judah will be the leader 
of the other tribes till Canaan be subdued, 
and after obtaining a quiet and sure abode in 
the country, shall still maintain its superior- 
ity.” (Davids. i. 200.) But “superiority” is 


not receiving “obedience,” still less, as the 
word meant doubtless, “loving obedience,” 
comp. realy niIp? “reverent obedience to a 


mother,” Proy. xxx. 17. and the connected 
QP: (prop. name) and the Arabic wakeha, 


“obeyed ;” wakai, conj. viii. “was reverent 
to God.” Opp also are “the peoples, na- 
tions,” not “the Jewish people.” Obedience 
also is rendered to an individual, or a whole, 
not to a part. Obedience, when rendered, 
was rendered to the kings, not to Judah. 
Judah was a large part and, after the two first 
reigns, almost the whole of the people who 
obeyed. They were the obeyers, not the 
obeyed. 

1 Deut. xxxiii.19. The prophecy, like that 
as to the “goodly words” of Naphtali, has no 
explanation at those times. The notion, 
that “a common sanctuary was intended for 
them in Mount Tabor,” was one of Herder’s 
erotchets, which I regret to see in Stanley’s 
Jewish Church, p. 662. 


2 Judg. ii. 3. 3 Ib. iv. 6, 7, 9. 
4Ib. vi. 12-16, vii. 2-7. 5 Ib, xiii. 3-5. 
61 Sam. ii. 34. 7 Ib. 31-3, 36. 


8Ib. xiii. 14, xv. 26, 28, 29, xxviii. 19. 

92 Sam. xii. 10-14. 101 Kgs. xi. 9-12. 

To Saul, 1 Sam. x. 1-6; to David, Ib. xvi. 
1-13, 2 Sam. vii. 11-16, xii. 25; to Solomon, 1 
Kegs. iii. 5-14, ix. 2-9. 
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generations, remained, one continued warning to the priesthood. One 
prophecy of woe overshadowed all the later years of David. The prophecy 
as to Jericho! brooded over its mighty ruins for some six centuries. Else, 
prophecy comes as the harbinger and forerunner of changes, not in tranquil 
times. Once only”, when preaching repentance to Israel, Samuel fore- 
told to them their deliverance from the Philistines, Twice God revealed 
himself to Solomon in dreams, at his first choice*, and after the dedication 
of the temple‘: then, having gifted him with wisdom, He once more only ® 
revealed Himself outwardly to him §, to pronounce the sentence, mitigated 
for David’s sake. On and after the division of the ten tribes, prophecy 
and miracle were even more bestowed on the schismatic kingdom of Israel 

than upon Judah, which had the temple- -worship and the teaching priest- 
hood", until the conflict of unbelief had set in in Judah too, and corruption 
was, pleura at the distance of two centuries, preparing its destruction. 
The temporal kingdom of Israel was inaugurated by the prophecy of Ahijah 


to Jeroboam®, 


1 Josh. vi. 26. 21 Sam. vii. 3. 

31 Kgs. ili. 5-15. 4Tb, ix. 2-20. 

5“The Lord God was angry with Solomon, 
because his heart was turned from the Lord 
God of Israel, which had appeared to him 
twice.” Ib. xi. 9. 

6 Ib. 11-13. 

72 Chr. xv. 3. The prophet Ahaziah de- 
scribed the condition of Israel, in contrast 
with Judah, for a long season Israel hath been 
without the true God, and without a teaching 
priesthood, and without law. Dr. Stanley says 
of this period, “they [the prophets] main- 


tained the true religion in the northern tribes,, 
at times when in Judah it was crushed to the ° 


ground, and when in Israel it had to struggle 
against severe persecution or sluggish apa- 
thy.” J. Ch. 421. The prophets were God’s 
instruments for maintaining what remained 
of religion in Israel against the state-cor- 
ruption; but Dr. Stanley’s account of Judah, 
and of the relative condition of Israel, is un- 
historical. The bad reign of Rehoboam 
lasted but 17 years; Abijah’s (with an interval 
of good, 2 Chr. xiii.) 3; Asa’s declension lasted 
5 years; (Ib. xvi.) Jehoram, under the influ- 
ence of Ahab’s daughter Athaliah, reigned 8 
evil years; Athaliah, 6; Joashafter Jehoiada’s 
death, seemingly 1; in all, thus far, 39; 
whereas the good part of Asa’s reign was 36 
years; that of Jehoshaphat, 25; of Joash, 
seemingly 39 years; in all, about a century. 
Most of Amaziah’s reign was also good, as 
also of Uzziah’s. The increased corruption 
of Judah seems to have set in, somewhat be- 
fore the reign of Jotham. (2 Chr. xxvii. 3.) 
Yet Hosea bears witness to the relatively 
good state of Judah. (xi. 12, iv.15.) In Israel, 
the idolatry, which all its kings encouraged, 


On the morn of the consecration of the state-apostacy, its 


must (according to St. Paul’s statement, Rom. 
i.,) have beenan intense source of immorality. 
All concurred in “making Israel to sin,” be- 
sides the yet worse corruptions of the house 
of Omri. (See Introd. to Hosea, pp.11, 12, 13.) 

81 Kgs. xi. 29-38. Dr. Stanley says, “It was 
in the disorders at the close of Solomon’s 
reign, that the Prophetic Order assumed an 
importance in the state, such as it had never 
acquired before. Samuel had transferred 
the crown from Saul to Dayid; Nathan, from 
Adonijah to Solomon; but Ahijah, in trans- 
ferring it from Rehoboam to Jeroboam, ecre- 
ated not merely a new dynasty but a king- 
dom.” (J. Ch. p. 420.) Scripture says, that 
Samuel anointed David at God’s command 
against his own judgment, for he would have 
chosen Eliab; (1Sam. xvi. 6.) and against his 
own wishes, since he mourned for Saul. (Ib. 
xy. 35.) David says aiso that God appointed, 
that Solomon should sueceed him. (1 Chr. 
Xxii. 9, 10, xxviii. 5, 6.) Nathan was very 
probably the organ of communicating that 
will of God; but, when Adonijah would haye 
reversed God’s appointment which David had 
confirmed by oath to Bathsheba, (1 Kgs i. 13.) 
Nathan simply advised Bathsheba, how to 
save her own life and Solomon’s by inform- 
ing David. (Ib. ii. 13.) Ahijah the prophet 
declared himself the organ of God, Thus saith 
the Lord, the God of Israel. 1 Kgs xi. 31. It 
is misleading, to speak only of the human 
agents and their acts, and to ignore that they 
acted at the express command of God. And 
this the more, since, although Dr. Stanley 
speaks of their “endeavors on both sides to 
keep up a sentiment of humanity,” (p. 421,) 
he says also, “at times, they increased the 
bitterness of the division,” (p. 457,) and “they 
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final desecration and the name of its overthrower were foretold 83 centu- 
ries before’. The beginning of two of its four first dynasties2, the close of 
all the four’, was foretold. In the reign of Ahab, miracle and prophecy 
were put forth against the new corruption of Baal. The great’famine and 
its close*; Ahab’s twofold victory over Benhadad; his death*, and the 
specific retribution of the innocent blood of Naboth upon himself? and 
upon Jezebel*; the extirpation of Ahab’s house®, and its respite!, are 
minutely foretold. Yet again no'mere foretelling. It is chastisement; 
mercy; then, at last, excision. This striving, on God’s part, to win Ahab 
who sold himself to work wickedness, is one of those marvelous touches of 
the long-suffering of Divine love, which meet us in the Old Testament. 
God even complains, that Ahaziah, the son of Ahab, did not inquire of 
Him, instead of the god of Ekron, as to the issue of his illness". Even 
the last of the doomed house received promise of victory from Elisha, 
when united with Jehoshaphat”, deliverance from peril through Elisha’s 
supernatural knowledge of the king of Syria’s counsels’, and in the siege 
of Samaria. Then followed the guardian-promise to the house of Jehu. 
Contrary to all experience as to the former kings of Israel and the history 
of those who came after, the house of Jehu was to last till the 4th genera- 
tion. The3 promised victories of Jehoash were Elisha’s last bequest to 
his people; Jonah, amid the weakness of the kingdom, predicted the great, 
extension of the kingdom of Jeroboam II."; when this had been fulfilled, 
Amos, at the moment of the separated kingdom’s greatest might, reversed 
the prediction and pronounced the affliction of Israel in the scene of its 
recent victories’*. Hosea foretold the breaking of its might in the valley 
of Jezreel®. The Syrians, who had smitten them, but by whose aid, after 
this, they sought to gain Jerusalem for themselves”, (perhaps as a support 
against Assyria,) should, Amos foretold, be carried captive to Kir, a coun- 
try loosely connected with Assyria, and, at that time, in rebellion against 
it”. Contemporaneous are the two prophets’ predictions of the final 
extinction of its kingdom”; and, in regard to it and its kings, the close of 
all these particular prophecies, of all this care which they had wasted, 
follows in those vast comprehensive prophecies, which above 2600 years 
have not yet exhausted, that they should abidingly be wanderers among the 
nations**, despised among the nations”, sifted as in a sieve in the four 
corners in the earth, yet every real grain under the care of God”. 

The recorded prophecies in the early times of the kingdom of Judah 


were not without grievous shortcomings,” 14 Tb. vii. 1. 
(p. 450,) as if they had not acted and spoken 162 Kgs. x. 30. 16 Tb, xili. 14-19. 
under inspiration of the Spirit of God. 17 Tb. xiv. 25. 

1Jb. xiii. 2. 2 Jeroboam’s and Jehu’s. 18 See on Am. vi. 14, pp. 314, 15. 

3 Jeroboam’s by Ahijah, Ib. xiv. 6-16; Baa- 19 See on Hos. i. 5, p. 22;x. 14, pp. 108, 9, 
sha’s by Jehu son of Hanani, Ib. xvi. 1-4. 20 Ts. vii. 2-6. 

4b. xvii. 1, xviii. 1. 21See on Am. i. 5, pp. 242, 3, 4 

5 Ib. xx. 13, 14, 28. 22 Niebuhr, Gesh. Ass. p. 156. 

6 Ib. 42, xxii. 17-23, 28. iSO. 23 See on Am. ix. 8, p. 334. 

82 Kgs. ix. 36, 7. 91 Kgs. xxi. 21-24. 24See on Hos. ix. 17, pp. 97, 8. 

10 Tb. 29. 2 Kgs. i. 2-4, 16. 25 See on Hos. viii. 8, pp. 83, 4. 


12h, iii. 17, 18. 13 Tb. vi. 8-23. 26 See on Am. ix. 9, pp. sd, d. 
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were also given on emergencies. But these were the fewer, since God’s 
promise to David secured the calm succession in the kingdom!, in strange 
contrast with the broken dynasties of Israel and the anarchy in which 
they expired. The sacred historians were of the kingdom of Judah; yet 
they have only preserved four temporal prophecies in its early history; 
that of Shemaiah to Rehoboam ’”, during the invasion of Shishak; that of 
Hanani the Seer to Asa*, on his alliance with Syria; that of Jahaziel to 
Jehoshaphat*, when Moab, Ammon, and Edom, conspired to extirpate 
Judah; and the personal prophecy of Elisha against Jehoram®. Yet a 
fifth is referred to, *the vision of Iddo the Seer against Jeroboam the son of 
Nebat. But Judah had its prophets throughout. Nathan the prophet 
probably even survived Solomon, since °the acts of Solomon, first and last, 
were written in the words of Nathan the prophet, and in the prophecy of Ahijah 
the Shilonite, and in the vision of Iddo the seer against Jeroboam. But the 
prophecies of Ahijah and Iddo being apparently specific prophecies, it 
would follow that Nathan lived to write the latter acts of Solomon also. 
Iddo survived Rehoboam and Abijah, since he wrote their histories in two 
distinct works’. Azariah the prophet, son of Oded®, awakened Asa to a 
great reformation, which drew back many of Israel too to the worship of 
God, a reformation deeper apparently than those of Hezekiah or Josiah. 
Jehu, son of Hanani, who had prophesied against Baasha®, appears as a 
prophet in the kingdom of Judah under Jehoshaphat", whose acts, first 
and last, he wrote, in his oldage™. Both Jehu son of Hanani, and Eliezer 
son of Dodavah of Mareshah”, rebuked Jehoshaphat for his alliance with 
Ahab, which, by the intermarriage of his son Jehoram with Athaliah, so 
fatally corrupted Judah. Few as are the prophecies which are preserved 
at this period, the title Seer, given to Iddo, Hanani, and Jehu son of 
Hanani, implies a habitual gift of Prophecy; nor was the title Nabi, 
“prophet,” ever given in those times to any individual, who was not the 
organ of prophecy, as well as the interpreter of the Divine will. Nathan 
the prophet had conveyed to David the promise, that his kingdom should 
be established for ever before God, his throne should be for ever ; a promise 
which, in itself, enlarged while it limited the prophecy of Jacob. This 
prophecy had been expanded in the Psalms of David and Solomon. The 
great mystery which lay in the original promise of victory over the Evil 
one through the Suffering of the Seed of the woman, had been unfolded to 


12 Sam. vii. 12-16, 1 Kgs. vili. 25, xi. 18, 32, 
86, 2 Chr. vi. 16, Ps. cxxxii. 11, 12. 

22 Chr. xii. 7, 8. 

8 Ib. xvi. 7-9. 

41b. xx. 14-17. 

6 Tb. ix. 29. 

72 Chr. xii. 15. It is said that he wrote 
wren, lit. “to genealogise,” paraphrased 
by the Vulg. “diligenter exposita.” In xiii. 
22, the title wy implies a diligent com- 
mentary, and it is said to contain “the mat- 
ters of Abijah and his ways and his words.” 


5 Ib. xxi. 12-15. 


It is assumed that Ye’do or Ye'’di, Jj). or 


YT), (2 Chr. ix. 29.) is the same as Iddo, yy. 
(xii. 15, xiii. 22.) 

8 Ib. xy. 8-15. All suppose Oded, vy. 8, to be 
the same as Azariah the son of Oded, v. 1. 

91 Kgs. xvi. 1-4, 12. 

102 Chr. xix. 2. 

Nb. xx. 34. From the middle of the reign 
of Baasha to the end of Jehoshaphat’s, are 
about 50 years. There is then no reason to 
doubt the identity of the prophet. 

12Thb. xx. 37. 132 Sam. vii. 12-16. 
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David in the Passion, Death, Continued Life, Session at God’s right Hand}, 
of Him to Whom alone God said, Thou art My Son, this day have I begotten 
Thee, to Whom the kingdoms of the world should be converted. Hence 
the special religious interest in the continuance of Dayid’s line, around 
which the prophecies of the Messiah in Hosea and Amos? among the ten 
tribes chiefly turned; hence the great prophecy of Joel, the type of so 
many latet prophecies, predicted that wide outpouring of the Spirit of 
God, beginning in Judah and Jerusalem. 

In the network of prophecy, the definite predictions of the earlier 
prophets became the all-but-present of the later. Hosea and Amos had 
foretold the captivity of Syria and Israel; Isaiah fixes the spoiling of both 
within one year’, the breaking up of Ephraim, as a people, in 65 years‘. 
As usual, the men of God do not point out the detail of the fulfillment of 
their prophecies; yet by a combination of scattered dates, out of which 
the number, 65, could not have been put together, even as a marginal 
gloss, we find that the 65 years were fulfilled to the exact year®. Isaiah 
and Nahum foretold the deliverance of Jerusalem from Sennacherib, when 


he counted it an easy prey, and his own death ®. 
ness, easiness, utterness of the overthrow. 
He shall shake his hand against the mount of the daughter 


morning, he is not. 
of Zion. 
shall lop the bough with terror. 


1 Ps. il. xvi. xxii. ex. 

2 Hos. 13.6, Am. ix. 11,12. 

4 Ib. vii. 8. 

6 Two contradictory modes of escaping the 
definiteness of this prophecy were adopted; 
1) that it was a gloss; 2) that, since the cap- 
tivity of Israel fell probably some 20 years 
after this date, it had no fulfillment. They 
are contradictory, because a gloss, as it would 
have been written after the event, would have 
been adapted to the event, and 65 years could 
not have been adapted, in reference to a 
period manifestly not much exceeding 20. 
Isaiah however speaks, not of a captivity of 
Ephraim, but of its entire dissolution, as a 
separate people; “shall be broken from being 
a people.” This plainly was, when Esarhad- 
don brought others in their stead, (Ezr. iv. 2, 
10.) and since those by whom he replaced 
them came in part from Babylon, (Ib. & 2 
Kings xvii. 24.) it took place doubtless at a 
time when Esarhaddon had subdued some 
revolt at Babylon. But, since the reign of 
Esarhaddon at Babylon was from about, B. C. 
680, to B. C. 667, 18 years, (see Rawl. Herod. i. 
p. 482.) Pekah’s invasion of Judah, not before 
his 17th year, B.C. 742, when the reign of 
Ahaz began, yet, (on account of the number 
of events in the remaining 3 years of Pekah’s 
reign,) probably in that year, the close of the 
65 years would fall in the third year of Esar- 


3 Ts. viii. 4. 


God would accept the challenge. 
Micah® and Isaiah ® foretell the captivity 


Both foretell the sudden- 
At eventide, behold terror : before 


The Lord, the Lord of hosts, 


haddon’s reign at Babylon, B.C. 677. But 
Babylon did reyolt in Esarhaddon’s feign, 
(Niebuhr, Assyrien, quoted by Tholuck, 
Proph. p. 120.) yet Esarhaddon brought Man- 
asseh captive to Babylon. (2 Chr. xxxili.11.) 
This event, again, (according to the Seder 
Olam, p. 67,) took place in the 22d year of 
Manasseh ; so that we have the fact of an As- 
syrian expedition to Judea from the Assyrian 
king at Babylon in the 65th year from the 
first of Ahaz. (Ahaz 14 years, + Hezekiah 
29, + Manasseh 22,—65.) Manasseh is men- 
tioned in an inscription of Esarhaddon, as a 
tributary. (Rawl. Her. i. p. 483.) This was 
the close of the existence of Ephraim, as a 
separate people, since the seat of the sepa- 
rated kingdom was given to heathen. But 
then neither have the words the character 
of a gloss. The Hebrew expression is too 
poetic. Even Ewald, being able to persuade 
himself that 65 was a “round number,” being 
“somewhat less than a human life,” and that 
it meant “before a human life” [just born] 
“shall have passed away,” admits that “the 
words have a genuine old Hebrew tint,” and 
thinks tnat they were “derived from an older 
oracle of some unknown prophet.” d. Proph. 
i. 211. Thol. Ib. 

6 Ib. xxxvii. 6, 7, 29, 33-5, x. 24-34, Nah. i. 
11-15. Is. xvii. 14, x. 32,34. add. Nah. i. 12. 

Siy. 10. 9 Is, xxxix. 6, 7. 


250 PROPHECIES OF EXACT DATES. 


at Babylon, when Assyria, not Babylon, was the object of Judah’s dread, 
and the tributary king of Babylon, under plea of congratulation on Heze- 
kiah’s recovery, was probably courting his alliance against Assyria. 

‘Isaiah foretells the conquest of Babylon by Medes and Persians’, in the 
“night of its festivity,” and its utter’ desolation*; the recovery of Tyre, 
after 70 years as the years of one king‘, (i. e. as in Daniel, one kingdom,) 
when it was yet flourishing and in security. In the prophecy of the 70 
years, after which Tyre should resume her traffic, Isaiah anticipates the 
prophecy of the 70 years of the captivity of Judah; the Chaldeans are 
foretold as the destroyers of Tyre®; and the breaking of the Chaldee yoke 
was to set it free; as, in fact, although under Persian rule, it was still 
allowed to refuse to Cambyses the aid of its fleet against its colonies and 
to baffle his plans®. Isaiah foretold the destruction of Moab in three exact 
years, like the years of an hireling’, who counts his years to the very day. 
Isaiah’s prophecy of the capture of Ashdod within 3 years was in act also ®. 
He fixes it in the minds and imaginations of his people, and stakes his 
truth, as a prophet, on the fact that the strong city, memorable afterward 
for enduring the longest siege in human memory, 29 years’, against 
Psammetichus king of Egypt close by, should fall within 3, before the gen- 
eral of a distant empire. He fixes, within one precise year, the conquest 
of an Arabian tribe, which ordinarily so easily eludes assault. And yet 
Sennacherib had the title of king of Arabians’. To Hezekiah himself 
Isaiah foretold the prolongation of his life for 15 years". 

It is said that” we should remember that, when Nahum prophesied, 
“the Babylonian power threw its shadow across Asia.” The internal notes 
mark Nahum’s prophecy to belong to the time of Hezekiah®, Even then, 
human wisdom could not foresee the issue of the strife’. But Nahum 
also foretells its destruction by means of the river which was its defence *, 
and that fire should devour her”. 

Babylon was tributary to Assyria until the end of the Assyrian Empire. 
Not Babylonian power, but a revolted Babylonian general !, spoiled Nin- 
eveh of the armies which might have resisted in the field the Median 
invasion. 


Is. xxxix.1. 2See Lect. iii. pp. 159, 60, Uxxxvili. 5. “Such definite prediction of 


3 xiii. 19-22, xitv. 22, 3. 

4xxili.15. 56Ib.13. See below p. 290. 

™xvi. 14. “In vv. 18, 14, every syllable 
sounds like the majestic tone of Isaiah.” 
Ewald d. Proph. i. 236, Stihelin follows him. 
Hinl. p. 229. Even Davidson admits the 
principle, “The silence of history is no good 
argument against the verification of the 
prophecy in some unknown Syrian expedi- 
tion.” iii. 13. 8Is, xx. 9 Herod. ii. 157. 

10 Herod. ii. 141. Even Ewald observes, 
(Gesch. Isr. iii. 628.) ‘“‘The fulfillment is self- 
evident from the prophecy; for such prophe- 
cies would not have been preserved in writ- 
ing, had they not been confirmed by the 
event.” in Tholuck, d. Proph. p. 119. 


future events as we find in xxxvii. 7, and the 
announcement of 15 years being added to 
the days of Hezekiah are contrary to the na- 
ture of prophetic foresight. They are too ex- 
act and precise to be predicted ; and must there- 
fore have been written after the things men- 
tioned were known and past.” Davids. iii. 32. 
i.e. it being settled a priori that there ean be 
no such exact prediction, it must he assumed 
that the writer of these chapters put a pro- 
phecy into Isaiah’s mouth falsely. 

12 Dr. Williams, Ess. and Rey. p. 68. 

13 See Introd. to Nahum, pp. 105, 6, 7. 

14 Nah. ii. 6. 15 Tb. iii. 13, 15. 

16 Abyden. in Eus. Chron. Arm. i. 54. Rawl. 
on Herod. i. p. 487. 
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*qually minute are the characters of the desolation foretold. Of Zion 
alone, of all the cities to be destroyed, it was predicted, that it should be 
ploughed as a field’; strange blending of desolation and mhabiting, 
and it has been so. Tyre was to be for the spreading of nets?; . 
Nineveh* and Babylon‘ for the habitation of the wild animals 
of the desert; Rabbah of Ammon was to be® @ stable for camels; and the 
Ammonites a couching place for flocks; Egypt, amidst its great and almost 
indomitable fertility, was to be a desolation §, and ‘a base kingdom. 

For forty-one years, from the 13th of Josiah to the last of Zedekiah, 
Jeremiah declared one future for Israel, destruction from the North, 
captivity in Babylon. After Josiah’s death, his life was sought by those 
of his native place’, it continued to be plotted against®; he was de- 
famed”, reproached, derided, all day long", cursed by the people man 
by man, as they curse those who grind them with usury”, accused 
falsely *, placed in the stocks, put on trial for the truth ®, imprisoned ¥, 
given over to death”: yet he had foretold from the first, that God would 
preserve him to the end, and that he should be treated kindly by the 
enemy at the latter end’*. He went about among them, persecuted by all, 
but invulnerable. For God was his invisible defence. I have made thee 
this day, were the words of his inauguration, “a defenced city and an iron 
pillar and brazen walls against the whole land, against the kings of Judah and 
the princes thereof, and against the people of the land: and they shall fight 
against thee: but they shall not prevail against thee ; for I am with thee to de- 
liver thee. False prophets contradicted him; the people loved this con- 
tradiction, and greedily swallowed every delusion; the great men of the 
city were bent on defence; the petty kings around leagued to resist the’ 
king of Babylon; Egypt, at the first and the last, had warlike and able 
monarchs, Pharaoh Necho and Pharaoh Hophra. One voice alone per- 
emptorily from the first pronounced the distinct issue. Before Nineveh 
fell, while Babylon was still dependent, while Judea, amid the weakness 
of the last Assyrian king, was in perfect repose, that voice was first heard, 
which sounded on for those 41 years ; ”° Out of the north evil shall break forth 
upon all the inhabitants of the land. For lo, I will call the families of the 
kingdoms of the north, saith the Lord, and they shall come and set every one his 
throne at the entering of the gates of Jerusalem. That voice neyer wavered. 
During 18 years of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign, it announced uniformly, that 
he should be its destroyer“. What if, like Alexander or Cyrus, he had 
died prematurely? What, if in the first 18 years of his reign? Jeremiah 


1See on Mic. iii. 12. p. 46. 18 xy, 11. 

2Wzek. xxvi. 14. 3 Zeph. ii. 13, 14. 197, 18, 19. add. xv. 20, 1, xx. 11. 

41s. xiii. 19-22. £ Hzek. xxv. 5. 201.14, 15, iv. 6, vi. 1, 22, 23, x. 22, xiii. 20. 
6 See on Joel iii. 19, pp..214-219. add y. 15, viii. 14-16, 19, xxxvi. 29. “king of 
7 Baek. xxix. 14, 15. 8 xi. 19-23. Babylon.” 

9 xviii. 18, 20, 22, 3. 10 xx. 10. 21 Jer. xxiv. (4th of Jehoiakim,) xxvii. 1-11. 
Tb. 7, 8. add xxiii. 33-40. 12 xy. 10. (beginning of the reign of Jekoiakim,) xxii. 
13 xxxvii. 13-15. 14 xx. 2, 3. 24, 25. (Jeconiah,) xxix. (beginning of Zede- 
15 xxvi. 8-24. 16 xxxii. kiah’s reign,) xxviii. (4th of Zedekiah,) xxxiv. 


W xxxviii. 4, 5, xxxvii. 15-21, xx xviii. 6-20. (9th of Zedekiah.) xxxii. (10th of Zedekiah.) 


= 


- It was nothing less than “* despair before the Chaldeans.” 
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4 
knew that he would live, until God’s word should be accomplished. And 
during this interval, nothing moved him. At one time Nebuchadnezzar 
sent only bands of the Chaldeans against Jerusalem’; at another, the 
approach of Pharaoh’s army compelled him to raise the siege?. Jere- 
miah only prophesied its destruction with the more emphatic energy. 
When it was most straitly besieged, he bought, at God’s command, a field 
in his native village, foretelling that, as he had done, so should others do 
thereafter?, for I will cause their captivity to return, saith the Lord of hosts. 
It was know- 
ledge from God. Isaiah knew from God that Sennacherib would not pre- 
vail; Micah, Isaiah, Jeremiah, alike knew of the captivity at Babylon ; all 
alike knew of the deliverance from it. The captivity, contrary to the 
judgment of the nations around him and of his own people, was to be 
but the travail-pangs of the restoration which was to follow®. The pro- 
phets foretold both with equal confidence. The fulfillment of the pro- 
phecy of the captivity was to be the earnest of the fulfillment of the 
prophecy of the restoration. And during the long respite, which men 
abuse to discredit the truth of the prophet, God manifoldly bore witness 
to His prophet’s words. The people looked for the restoration of Jehoa- 
haz, the prince of their own choice ®, from Egypt; Jeremiah foretold his 
death in his exile’; he shall see this land no more. And he died in Egypt. 


_ Jeremiah foretold that Jehoiachin and his mother® should lose their 


crown; they were carried captive’. To Jehoiakim he prophesied dis- 
grace; that after death, his corpse should be dragged along, like that of 
a malefactor, and cast forth beyond the gate of Jerusalem. The capture 
of Jerusalem, ending the 3 months’ reign of his son, gave opportunity 
for this; and the contumely to the rebellious vassal would be in con- 
formity with what Jeremiah had prophesied more generally *. He alone 
of the four last wretched kings of Judah, rebel though he was, did not die 
in captivity. The political circumstances of Nebuchadnezzar, which de- 
tained him elsewhere, so that he sent against Jehoiakim bands of the 
Chaldxans, with auxiliaries of Ammonites, Tyrians, Moabites, were shaped 
so, as to leave room for the fulfillment of the words of Jeremiah. 

Then follow the signal prophecies, as to Zedekiah ; first, when the king 
inquired of God by him, defeat, capture by Nebuchadnezzar *; then, when 


12 Kgs. xxiv. 2. 

3 Tb. xxxii. 44. 

4“ Contrast Isaiah’s confidence against As- 
syria with Jeremiah’s despair before Chal- 
deen.” (Stanley, J. Church, p. 457, in illustra- 
tion of the “changing of the Prophetical 
teaching with the events of their time.”) 

6 Micah iv. 10, Is. xl. sqq. Jer. xii. 15, xvi. 
15, xxiii. 1-8, xxiv. 5-7, xxvii. 22, xxix. 10-14, 
BO. Gy 0.0.0.4 ho. @.. 1h} 

62 Kgs. xxiii. 30, 2 Chr. xxxvi. 1. He is 
ranked the 4th of the sons of Josiah, being 
also named Shallum, 1 Chr. iii. 15, Jer. xxii. 


2 Jer. xxxyii. 5. 


11; He was younger than Jehoiakim, much 
older than Zedekiah. 2 Chr. xxxvi. 2, 5, 11. 

VED. LI 8 xiii. 18. 

“92 Kgs, xxiv. 12. 

repQway “ww? ASAD Fw Ino 
Jer. xxii. 19. add xxxyvi. 30. 

2 Kgs. xxiv. 8. 

2 viii. 1,2. This seems to me more proba- 
ble than that it was done by his own subjects, 
stained though he was with “innocent blood” 
and oppression to supply his luxuries. Jer, 
xxii. 13-17, 82 Kegs, xxiv. 1, 2. 

14 Jer. xxi. 4-7. add xxiv. 8. 
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the last siege set in, Jeremiah promised him, that it should be well with 
him if he should surrender ; else, he foretold the mockery of his harem?; 
that he should speak to the king of Babylon mouth to mouth, see him 
eye to eye, be led to Babylon®. Minuter still was the prophecy of Ezekiel 
in the captivity, while the scoffers mocked him’, the days are prolonged 
and every vision faileth. It is as if he saw in a vision the flight of Zedekiah, 
probably disguised, * by the way of the gate between the two walls by the king’s 
garden, fleeing toward the plain, at the last, a solitary fugitive, his army 
scatiered from him, pursued and overtaken by the Chaldees, brought before 
the king for judgment, his eyes put out, and himself carried to Babylon. 
Probably he did so see it.. For when, by the symbolical act of digging 
through the wall of his house, removing his goods through it on his 
shoulders at twilight with his face covered, as they that go forth into captivity, 
he had gained the attention of his people, he thus explains his act; 5 the 
prince that 1s among you shall bear wpon his shoulder in the twilight, and shall 
go forth; they shall dig through the wall to carry out thereby : he shall cover his 
Jace, that he see not the ground with his eyes: My net also will I spread over 
him, and he shall be taken in My snare: and I will bring him to Babylon to the 
land of the Chaldeans ; yet shall he not see it, though he shall die there; and I 
will scatter toward every wind all that are about him to help him, and all his bands. 

And yet to the Jews nothing seemed less likely than all this. Hananiah 
ventured to predict the restoration of Jeconiah, (Jehoiachin,) and the 
vessels of God’s house within two years®. Jeremiah predicted the false 
prophet’s death within that year, and he died in that year in the seventh 
month". The judgment predicted on the individual was itself not insu- 
lated. Such had been aforetime that on the disobedient prophet’; on 
Gehazi®; on the false counsellor Shebna; the false prophet Amaziah ". 


1xxxviii. 22. 2xxxii. 4, 5, XxXiv. 3. 

8 Ezek. xii. 22. 42 Kgs. xxv. 4-7. 

5 Ezek. xii. 12-14. Ewald generalized the 
prophecy and accepted it. (Proph. ii. 255, 
213.) Stihelin (p. 306) says, “in truth, the 
blinding of Zedekiah is not necessarily proph- 
esied in xii. 13, but this passage can also be 
understood only of his imprisonment; and 
as to xxiv. 1, the possibility of so clear an 
anticipation ought not to be denied.” So he 
half-retracts his explanation, that “ Ezekiel 
recast his prophecies, and so, e.g. xii. 13, 
xxiv. 1, prophesied what is so special ; invol- 
untarily in the later recasting he introduced 
the fact into the prophecy; ” (p. 305.) in other 
words, said that he had prophesied what he 
had not. So then ifthe prophecy imply mere 
human knowledge, itis to stand; if more, itis 
to be assumed to be recast. And this is to be 
criticism! Davidson follows Stahelin’s first 
solution of subsequent fevision and introduc- 
tion of “later knowledge.” (iii.150.) “Ezek. 
xii. 13. must have been written after the event,” 
jii. 147. i.e. because it contains so distinct a 


prophecy. (In ii. 460, Davidson had apparently 
given it as an instance of admissible definite 
prophecy.) “In like manner ch. xxiv. could 
only have been written after the destruction 
of Jerusalem,” (iii. 147.) although Ezekiel dis- 
tinetly says, that he was directed to note that 
it was delivered on the very day that the king 
of Babylon set himself against Jerusalem. 
(xxiv. 2.) Onthe like definite prophecy, (ch. 
xxi.) Ewald writes, as if he had been there, 
“One day it came vividly into the Prophet’s 
mind, (who, although far removed from the 
scene of action, yet with his spirit ever fol- 
lowed the march with stretched expectation,) 
as if the army must be arrived before Jeru- 
salem on that very day. His anticipation must 
very nearly or altogether have hit right, since 
the statement xxiv. 1, agrees quite historic- 
ally with 2 Kgs. xxv. 1.” 

6 Jer. xxviii. 1-4. 

81 Kgs. xiii. 21, 22. 

10 Ts, xxii. 15-19. 

11 See Introd. to Amos, p. 232; on Am. vii. 
16, 17, p. 322. 


TIb, 15-17. 
92 Kgs. v. 27. 
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Such were the predictions of Jeremiah himself to the false priest 
Pashur!; to the false prophets Ahab and Zedekiah 2, and Shemaiah §; 
such in the N. T. were those of St. Peter to Sapphira‘, and of St. Paul to 
Elymas the sorcerer®. Contrariwise, the prediction to the Rechabites ° 
has remained in force unto this day *. 

The prophecy of the capture of Babylon is so graphic, that it takes its 
place in history, accrediting the accounts of Herodotus and Xenophon. 
Its mighty men “forbear to fight; they remain in their strong holds; 
they become as women. Post shall run to meet post, and messenger to 
meet messenger, to tell the king of Babylon that his City is taken at the 
end® thereof, and that the passages are stopped, and the reeds they 
have burned with fire, and the men of war are affrighted.” 

The title “vision” justifies us in conceiving, that vivid pictures, such 
as those of the capture of Babylon in Jeremiah and Isaiah, (and the like 
in other prophets,) were first spread before the prophets’ minds, and then 
described by them in God-given words. The traits are characteristic of 
this siege, not of sieges in general. The idolatrous festival of Belshazzar; 
its night of revelry ; its sudden interruption; the fruitless cry “to arms;” 
the drying up of the Euphrates as by fire; the possession of the passages; 
the vast city taken, ere it was aware; the hurrying of the posts to tell the 
king ;—we see it all vividly with our own eyes, as much as in the histori- 
cal relations of the capture. Yet neither prophet supplies the whole 
history. Both see the besieging armies; Jeremiah, the kings of the 
Medes and of the North; Isaiah, the Persians also’; both, the destruc- 
tion of Babylon, the breaking in pieces of her gods”. Isaiah alone sees 
the festive night, the sudden surprise amidst their revelry. ™ The night of 
my pleasure He hath turned to terror to me. They prepare the table ; watch 
the watch; eat, drink; ‘arise, ye princes; anoint the shield. In another 
vision he sees the slaughter of the king, his burial not among the tombs 
of his fathers’. Jeremiah alone sees the mode of the capture, the com- 
pleteness of the slumber of repose in which they were wrapped. Daniel, 
Xenophon ®, Herodotus, relate the festival-revelry; Herodotus and 
Xenophon, state that Cyrus knew of it, and entered by the Euphrates. 
Daniel and Xenophon*® relate the death of the king; Xenophon relates 
that the assault was in the night, that the watch was surprised drink- 
ing™, the city captured through the death of the king, in that same 
night?*, as Daniel relates that in the night the king was slain; Herodotus 
adds, that the river-gates were left open, those same passages which Jere- 
miah beholds as seized. The complete security of Babylon is related by 
both the Greek historians"; its deliberated unwarlikeness stands in 


1xx. 1-6. 2 xxix. 21-23. edit. in one Vol., also 1861. R. Schwarz of 

3 Ib, 24-32. * Acts v. 9. Jerusalem speaks of them, Das Heilige Land, 

5 Acts xiii. 11. 6 Jer. XXXV. pp. 407-10. [Rey. G. Williams.] 

7™The first notice of the Rechabites was 8 Jer. li. 30-32. « See ab. pp. 159, 60. 
given by Dr. Wolff in his Journal from 1827 10Ts. xxi. 9, Jer. 1. 2, li. 44, 11 xxi. 4, 5. 
to 1838, Lond. 1839. pp. 388, 9. He gave a 12 xiv. 15, 20. 13 Xen. Cyrop. vii. 5. 9. 
further account, Travels and Adventures, T. Mj,191, 51b.211. WIb.9. I7Ib. 10. 
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strange contrast to its subsequent energy in rebelling !. 
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Coarser rational- 


ism assumed that both predictions were “framed after the events ?,” i. e. 
were lies; more refined rationalism assumed that they were delivered 
during the siege, yet on no other ground than the assumption, that pro- 
phets did not predict events which “lay beyond their political horizon 3.” 


1See ab. p. 161. Berosus too mentions the 
single battle. ec. Ap. i. 21. 

2Hichhorn, Paulus, Rosenm., Koppe, as to 
Is. xxi. in Ges. on Js. xxi. i. 649. At that 
date, 1822, “no one,’ he said, “had pro- 
nounced the oracle of Jeremiah (li.) to be 
spurious.” (p, 650.) He maintains that both 
were written before the event, because they 
contained nothing which might not be fore- 
seen. “In Jer. li. 32,” he says, “the taking 
of the fords and shallow places of the Bu- 
phrates is spoken of: if one would combine 
this with the account of Xenophon, that the 
soldiers of Cyrus had to creep along shallow 
places in the bed of the Euphrates, it would 
follow that it was written later and was spu- 
rious,” i.e. if it contained undeniable pro- 
pheey. 

3 This is Gesenius’ primary argument, on 
Is. xiii. xiv. xxi. Ies. i. 448. Then follows, 2) 
the allegations of embittered enmity and 
love of revenge; assuming again that the 
Prophet was not pronouncing God’s judg- 
ments: 3) an argument, in like way, ina 
circle, from the similarity of the language 
with other parts of Isaiah, assumed on the 
like grounds to be spurious. 4) Of actual indi- 
cations of a later style in the three chapters, 
Gesenius finds 3 only to allege, admitting at 
the same time that the language is “ pure.” 
His instances are, 1) my “began to speak.” 
Both cases, xiv. 10, xxi. 9.,are implied an- 
swers. Beside, this meaning “began to 
speak,” lies nearest to the original meaning 
of the root, and occurs in Deuteronomy, Job, 
Canticles. 2) The “unemphatic use of the 
pronoun xiii. 3, xiv. 13, 19.;” but, in all 3 
places, (as is to be expected in a prophecy so 
energetic,) it is very emphatic. 3) May 
xiv. 4. The reading is itself doubtful; any- 
how, it is a word framed by the writer, and a 
poetic form. Knobel’s instances (out of 
which Davidson selected his, iii. 9.) have not 
the slightest force of proof. There is not one 
characteristic expression among them. ela) 
xiv. 3. occurs in Job, il Joel ii. 1, &e. ; 
mawn, “look forth,” in Cant. ii.9, Ps, xx xiii. 
14, only; av Deut. xxviii. 30., twice only 
beside, Jer. iii. 2, Zech. xiy. 2, 5., in Zech. 
probably repeated from Isaiah; f)}7DJ, “the 
likeness of a great people,” xiii. 4.see Ps. Lviii. 
5. (David’s.) “TF\D ‘loose, set free,’ xiv. 17. 


earlier, ‘open.’” Knob. 9 is to “open a 
thing,” and TJD to “loose a person,” Ps. cii. 
21, cv. 20.; “loosed” the camels from their 
load, Gen. xxiy. 32. The ditference is not of 
date, but of idiom. pw xiii. 21. recurs in 
this sense once xxxiy. 14. 37 WS an ex- 
pression of Isaiah, xiv. 7, xliy. 23, xlix. 13, ly. 
12. Itis the common Hebrew idiom, whereby 
a noun is added to a neuter verb, in cases 
where we use a preposition. In Is. lii. 9. the 
two verbs 7 Inys are used, as in Ps. 
xeyiii.4. It is the usual argument ina circle, 
to assume the spuriousness of Is, xl.-]xvi. and 
then to argue that another prophecy of Isaiah 
is also spurious, because the prophet used the 
same expressions in both. 

With such proofs as these, it would be easy 
to prove any work in any language, not to 
have been written by its author. 

The positive evidence for the genuineness 
of ch. xiii. xiv. has been given well by Haver- 
nick, 3208. Only the heads need be stated 
here. 1. The title, which ascribes it to Isaiah, 
is, like other titles in this portion of the 
book ch. xiii—xxiii., closely united with the 
prophecy. It is the only indication of the 
object of the prophecy, until v. 19, where 
Babylon is first named in the body of the 
prophecy. The titles in this portion are va. 
ried, historical, (xx.1.) symbolical (xxi. 1, 11, 
xxii. 1.) as an author only would vary them, 
sometimes omitted as xviil. xxii. 15, whereas 
a later hand would be uniform. 2) It stands 
connected with the prophecies, before and 
after. 3) xiv. 24.-27., which is its close, refers 
to the prophecy against Asshur which pre- 
ceded it, and is a summary of God’s judg- 
ments on the world. The prophecies then 
against Asshur and Babylon must have 
formed one whole, as they stand in Isaiah 
now. Jeremiah, who adopted the language 
of Isaiah, (ch. |. li.) united them in the same 
way. 4) Isaiah, in these chapters, uses lan- 
guage of Joel alone, (see Introd. to Joel, p. 
96.) his language here is used by later pro- 
phets, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Jeremiah. 5) 
The language and thoughts recur in undis- 
puted chapters of Isaiah. 

The prophecies of Jeremiah (ch. 1. li.) bear, 
even to an English reader, so evidently the 
impress of his style, that to attempt to con- 
vince one who did not see it, would be to 
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The assumption was repeated by turns as to each case in which the pro- 
phets do so predict the future, yet on each occasion, as if in entire uncon- 
sciousness, that the critics were repeating dogmatically the very point 
which they had to prove. 

When Jeremiah had been removed to Egypt, the prophecy of the con- 
quest of Pharaoh Hophra in Egypt is as definite as that of Zedekiah ?. 

The first prophecy which Ezekiel receives, after the visions which 
contain his inauguration to his office ? in the 5th year of king Jehoiachin’s 
captivity, is conveyed in the symbolical act which he was bidden to do *, 
lying 890 days on the left side, according to the years of the iniquity of 
Israel, and forty days on his right side for the iniquity of the house of Judah. 
The days are explained to represent years; I have appointed thee each day 
for a year; the symbolical act itself follows upon another, representing 
the siege of Jerusalem‘, its separation from God°, and is a prophecy 
against it®, It is agreed on all hands ®, that the 390 years begin with the 
division of the two kingdoms, B.C. 975; the 40 years, with the reforma- 
tion of Josiah, either that in his twelfth year’, B. C. 630, or the more com- 
plete reformation in his eighteenth year ®, B.C. 624. But 390 years after 


try to give sight to the blind. Here, how- 
ever, another antidogmatic prejudice came 
in. Jeremiah, in these chapters, as was espe- 
cially his wont, embodies language of earlier 
prophets. But among these, he uses that of 
the latter chapters of Isaiah. The whole 
boasted, theory then,as to the “ Pseudo- 
Isaiah,” was at stake, and, with it, the whole 
undeifying of prophecy. Gesenius satisfied 
himself, that Jeremiah did not employ those 
chapters, and that what he there foretold in 
ch. 1. li., he could have foreseen by human 
sagacity; so he had no doubts as to the gen- 
uineness of ch. 1. li., (les. Einl. ii. 26,) nor at 
that time had De Wette. (Einl. ed. 1822.) In 
1839 De W. still said only, “ ch. 52, 50, 51. are 
from later hands, at least the false addition 
li. 59 sqq.” (p. 277.) Those who, on antidoc- 
trinal grounds, deny the chapters to be Jere- 
miah’s, are forced to concede the likeness of 
the style. This was shewn by Kuiper, Jerem. 
libr. sacr. Int. pp. 106-32. They have had 
recourse to the expedients; 1) that the chap- 
ters are “a learned imitation of Jeremiah, in 
order to make them pass for his” (Ewald, 
Proph. ii. 491, after Gramberg, Rel. Id. ii. 
400,); 2) that “they were written by Jeremiah 
but recast by the Pseudo-Isaiah ” (Movers, 
de utr. recens, Jer. indole 1837. De Wette, 
Einl. 1852. 3 217. a.); 3) that a prophecy of 
Jeremiah was really taken by Seraiah to 
Babylon, (Jer. li. 59.) and, when the fall of 
the Chaldee power was confidently expected, 
was published, tinterpolated out of other 
prophets and out of Jeremiah himself to 
gain it the more credit (Stihelin, Einl. p. 


278.); 4) that the chapters were written by 
some unknown prophet about B.C. 556, 
(Maurer, ad loc.) 550, (Knobel, Proph. ii. 355.) 
perhaps Baruch, (Id. 353. Bunsen, Gott in d. 
Gesch. i. 437.) while a defender of their gen- 
uineness maintains conversely that they were 
imitated by the author of the latter chapters 
of Isaiah. (Graf. Jeremiah, p. 584.) So do 
they shew, in attack or defence, where the 
real pressure is. Yet the words of one of 
the extremest writers are virtually the con- 
fession of all, as to these chapters of Jere- 
miah; “In truth, this section yields many 
proofs of its genuineness. Language, (I. 16, 
li. 1, 3, 7, 14, 45, 55.) imagery, (li. 7, 8, 34, 37.) 
style, (I. 2, 3, 7, 10.) especially in turns, (as li. 
2,) the subscription, (li. 57,) the unannounced 
dialogues, (li. 51,) indicate Jeremiah unmis- 
takably. And chronologieal data confirm 
this. Assyria is fallen, (I. 18,) &e.” (Hitzig, 
Jeremiah, p. 391.) Of the rest it may suffice 
to add, that Nebuchadnezzar is spoken of as 
the reigning king of Babylon, (“and lasé, 
this Nebuchadnezzar,” 1. 17.) and that, in 
contrast with an unnamed king of Babylon, 
upon whom the punishment should fall. 
(I. 18.) 

1 Jer. xliv. 30, xlvi. 26. 

2 Ezek. i. 2. The next date is in ch. viii. 1. 
“in the 6th year, in the 6th month, on the 5th 
of the month.” 

Siv. 46. 

4 Ezek. iv. 1, 2, 8. 5 Ib. 7. 

Sas by Eichhorn, Rosenmiller, and “oth- 
ers,” ap. Maurer. 


72 Chr. xxxiv.3. 8Ib. 8, 2 Kgs. xxii. 3. 
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B.C. 975, end in the year of the last deportation by Nebuzaradan in the 
23d year of Nebuchadnezzar B.C. 585; and 40 years, from B. C. 624, end 
within a year of the same date. 

In relation to his people, the prophecies of Ezekiel coincide with those 
in the later part of Jeremiah’s ministry : he foretells, in exile, the vanity 
of the resistance of the kings of Judah. In regard to Egypt he has a re- 
markable definite prophecy, that her land should be desolate forty years, 
that at the end of forty years, the Egyptians should be gathered, but that they 
shall be there, a base kingdom. It shall be the basest of kingdoms, neither shall 
a exalt itself any more above the nations; for I will diminish them, that they 
shall rule no more over the nations}. 

It has been a superabundance of fulfillment, that this has been the his- 
tory of Egypt, a prey successively to the Persians, Macedonians, Romans, 
Arabs, Georgians, Ottoman Turks. 

With this amplitude of fulfillment, it is even absurd to raise the ques- 
tion as to the fulfillment of the 40 years. The larger prophecy, which 
2500 years have not exhausted, that it shall be a base kingdom, neither shall 
at exalt itself any more among the nations, is as definite, as unlikely to be 
fulfilled. It was not, that the internal energy of its people was exhausted. 
Even of this there was no sign, when Ezekiel prophesied. Pharaoh 
Hophra had disputed energetically, and to human sight hopefully, with 
the hammer of the whole earth®. They continued their ‘struggles with the 
Persian power’; Alexander replenished their population with his Greeks 
and founded Alexandria as the emporium of the world. The first 
Ptolemies developed its resources, and its commerce by land and sea with 
Libya, India, Italy ; its new masters gained for themselves, for a time, 
territories wider than it had in its most prosperous days‘, but Egyptians 
had no share in the greatness, except to supply taxation; Ptolemy 
Euergetes, who shewed favor to his native subjects, was the third and last 
of its great Ptolemies. Thenceforth was decay. When Egypt became 
Roman, Roman Emperors dreaded its advantageous position for revolt, 
under the rule of an ambitious governor, and kept it in close dependence 
on themselves. Yet it never exalted itself any more. The means which its 
governors adopted to recruit it, or to strengthen themselves, turned to its 
permanent weakness. Its population, native, Greek, Jewish, Arab, was 
energetic, but divided ®. But the first step in this division was long after 
the prophecy of Ezekiel. 

The difficulty of fixing the particular period of forty years arises from 
the fact, that the systematic accounts of Egypt at that time, those in 
Herodotus, are from Egyptian priests, who are known to have cast a veil 


1 Ezek. xxix. 14, 15. Minor as far as the Hellespont, and even 


2 Jer. |. 23. 

3See ab. pp. 123, 167. 

4 Ptolemy Philad. held Egypt, with parts of 
Ethiopia, Arabia, Libya; Cyrene; Pheenicia, 
Coele-Syria, Cyprus, and parts of Asia Minor: 
his son, Ptol. Euerg., had the coast of Asia 


1 


maritime towns of Thrace. 

5“Of every hundred mummies derived 
from the Necropolite receptacles of Memphis, 
70 have lost their Coptic peculiarities.” Smith, 
Geogr. Dict. vy. Zgyptus, p. 46. from Sharpe, 
Hist. of Eg. p. 138. ed. 2. 
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over their disgraces. They tell us of Necho’s fleets!, his circumnaviga- 
tion of Africa ?, his victory over the Syrians at Megiddo and his capture 
of Cadytis, but nothing of the first victory of Nebuchadnezzar over Egypt 
in his father’s life-time*, or of the defeat at Carchemish‘*, after which 
apparently Necho® came not again any more out of his land, for the king of 
Babylon had taken from the river of Egypt unto the river Euphrates all which 
pertained to the king of Egypt. On this, and all of the rest of Necho’s “ six- 
teen years,” Egyptian history is silent; and in the six, of his son Psammis 
it names only an “attack” on Ethiopia just before his death®. In the 25 
years of Apries, they had nothing to relate, but a march against Sidon, 
and a naval battle with the king of Tyre’, (in neither of which did they 
venture to say that he was victorious,) and the unsuccessful expedition 
against Cyrene to which they attributed his destruction. The Bible only 
adds the speedily quelled march to relieve Jerusalem when besieged by 
the Chaldeans*. The boast of pride related by Ezekiel, ° My river is my 
own, and I have made it for myself, as well as the corresponding boast in 
Herodotus”, both imply strength in defence only, and that in Ezekiel a 
strength against attack, derived from the situation of Egypt. The em- 
ployment of a foreign mercenary army, a sure sign of decay, commenced 
with Psammetichus I. the great-grandfather of Hophra, it is said", in civil 
strife. The ground of the desertion of the native troops stated by 
Diodorus ”, that the post of honor, the right wing, was assigned to the 
strangers, implies a very large enrollment of foreign troops and chief de- 
pendence upon them. The desertion of the native warrior-caste, which 
Herodotus states at 240,000", is substantiated by monuments". This, 
(whatever was its real extent,) must have been a great source of weak- 
ness, breaking the military traditions of Egypt, and throwing them more 
upon their foreign mercenaries, of whom Hophra is said to have had 
30,000. With these indications and occasions of weakness, before the 
time of Necho, itis not improbable, that Berosus, under the Satrap in those 
parts who had rebelled *, meant the king of Egypt; that Egypt was already 
tributary, (as the successor of Hophra, Amasis, was probably in reality a 
Babylonian Vice-king,) and that the inaction of Necho, after his two 
great defeats, was owing to his weakness, There is, then, ample room 


1 Her. ii. 159. 
4 Jer. xvi. 2. 
6 Her. ii. 161. 


2Tb.iv.42. See ab. p. 116. 
52 Kings xxiv. 7. 


tichus,) he married. (Brugsch, l’Egypte, p. 
252.) “His few monumental memorials do 
not deserve much attention.” (Id. p. 254.) 


7 Tb. Diodorus makes him victorious against 
the Cypriotes too, and take Sidon, so that the 
rest of Phoenicia surrendered out of fear. (i. 
68.) Herodotus (ii. 182.) says that Cyprus was 
first subdued by Amasis. Herodotus would 
hardly have omitted to speak of such suc- 
cessful results of the expeditions which he 
speaks of, had they been true. The Egyptian 
monuments add nothing of greatness. It 
does not appear from them that Necho II. 
was son of Psammetichus, whose daughter, 
(his half-sister, if he was son of Psamme- 


The monuments confirm the fact of the one 
expedition of Psammis. (Ib. pp. 255, 6.) 
“The monumental traces, recalling the name 
of Apries, are dispersed throughout Egypt.” 
(Id. 257.) No one contains any historical 
statement. 
8 Jer. xxxyii. 5-8, 2 Kgs. xxv. 1-4. 
9xxix.3,9,  Wii.169. 1 Her. ii. 152. 
12], 67. 13 ii. 30. 
14See Sir G. W. in Rawl. Her. T. ii. pp. 44, 5. 
n. 3. add note 2. p. 43. 16 Her, ii. 163, 
16 See ab.p. 116,and below Lect. vii. p. 343, 4. 
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for the 40 years of desolation before the death of Hophra. The intense 
hatred of the Egyptians toward Apries, expressed by the title “the 
hated?” on the monuments, and which, according to Herodotus too, 
was slaked only by his blood, when Amasis unwillingly gave him into 
their hands, being, as they complained, “?the bitterest of enemies to 
them and to him,” implies anything rather than a prosperous reign or a 
prosperous condition of Egypt under him. The internal prosperity in the 
reign of Amasis* stands in contrast with the former distress. This repre- 
sents exactly what Ezekiel foretold, a restoration of internal prosperity, 
without any restoration of external power. Whether or no Egypt was 
engaged in the alliance with Croesus against Cyrus as a tributary to Baby- 
lon, and whether or no its troops, in consequence of that alliance, fought 
against Cyrus‘, it fell, an easy conquest, at the first appearance of 
Cambyses. 

I have dwelt upon this prophecy the rather, because sceptics have 
made their boast of its assumed failure. Knowing, as we do know, the 
divinity of the Old Testament as a whole, it cannot be essential to our 
faith, that the truth of details too should be matter of demonstration. We 
believe as to the parts, because we believe the whole. It is a poor, unin- 
telligent, human faith, ignorant of the real character or grounds of faith, 
which cannot say, unconcerned, about details, “I do not know.” Those 
immediate prophecies were an evidence to those to whom they were 
given. Our faith indeed must be independent of minute points of obscure 
secular history. To us, (as far as temporal prophecy is an auxiliary to 
faith,) those long continuous prophecies are given. It is a wilfully false 
issue which scepticism puts it upon, when, ignoring that large tangible 
prophecy which it cannot deny, that Egypt should, on its restoration, no 
more exalt itself above the nations, and, unable to account for a patent fact 
of history, which, in Ezekiel’s time, there was no human ground to anti- 
cipate, it diverts the attention from an unmistakable prophecy, by alleg- 
ing that another part of the prophecy was not true prophecy, simply 
because we, for whom that prophecy was not given as evidence, have not 
the data fully to substantiate it. 

The prophecies as to Egypt led far into the Captivity. Then, there was 
a term of 70 years, which, counted from that year, when captives were 
first taken to Babylon, the first of a long series of such removals, viz. the 
8d year of Jehoiakim, were fulfilled to the exact year® It is, prima 


1Jn Rosellini, Monum. storichi, i. 275. ment of architecture and sculpture under 

quoted Winer, Reallex. v. Hophra, see Thol. Amasis.” Brugsch, p. 262. 

Proph. p. 131. 4 Herodotus (i. 77, 79,) distinctly says, that 
2 Her. ii. 169. Cyrus’ rapid march on Sardis anticipated the 
3Ib. 177. and Sir G. W. in Rawl. Her. ii.p. | reinforcements which Croesus hoped for from 

387. “The traces of monumental memorials Babylon, Egypt, Sparta. Xenophon, on the 

are dispersed over the whole country, from other hand, circumstantially relates the 

Alexandria to Syene. Although of little Egyptian way of fighting there, their valor, 

value for the political history of the times of and the colonization of the survivors. (Cyr. 

Amasis, yet they serve notably to prove the vi. 3. 9; vii. 1, 15-21.) 

assertion of Herodotus as to the develop- 5Sixty-six years are furnished by the 
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facie, absurd to suppose that the author of the first chapter of Ezra and 
Zechariah were mistaken about the number of years in which they were 
so deeply interested}. 

After the Captivity, not to speak now of the prophecy of tie 4 Empires 
in Zechariah, as bearing on that of Daniel?, there is a distinct prediction 
of the conflict of the Jews with the Greeks and of their victories over 
them. And, before this war, there is a prophecy of a heavy calamity, 
which falls in succession upon Damascus, Hamath, Tyre, Zidon, and the 
maritime cities of Philistia, Ashkelon, Gaza, Ekron, Ashdod, in which 
calamity the temple of God was to be guarded, not by human power, but 
by His unseen Presence. *JI will encamp about Mine house, because of the 
army, because of him that passeth by, and because of him that returneth. And 
this, while God should smite the power of Tyre in the sea. The selection of 
the places and of the whole line of country corresponds very exactly to 
the march of Alexander after the battle of Issus, when the capture of 
Damascus, which Darius had chosen as the strong depository of his 
wealth, of Persian women of rank, confidential officers and envoys‘, 
opened Ceele-Syria; Zidon surrendered; Tyre, specially marked out by 
Zechariah *, was taken with great effort after a 7 months’ siege®; Gaza 
too resisted for 5 months, was taken, and, it is said, plucked up?; but 
Alexander passed by with his victorious army and returned, and Jerusa- 
lem remained uninjured. History gives no other explanation of Zecha- 


length of the reigns givenin the Canon of dropping the fractions above or below it. 70 


Ptolemy ; might be “a round number” for 68 or 72. It 
Nabocolassarus, Nebuchadnezzar, 43 could not be for 62 or 78. The principle then 
Ilvarodamus, Evil Merodach, 2 would introduce no vagueness into prophecy, 
Nericassolassarus, Neriglissar, 4 although I see no oceasion for ils introdue- 
Nabonadius, Nabunahit, 17 tion; and that the less, since Daniel under- 

stood the numbers on consideration, as he 
66 says, ix. 2. Davidsou’s real objection lies, as 


To these should be added probably a year usual, in the definiteness of the prophecy. 
or 18 months preceding that part of the “We may go farther with Hitzig, and pro- 
fourth year of Jehoiakim, with which Nebu- nounce 11b.-14a. supposititious, because the 
chadnezzar’s accession to his father’s throne 70 years’ captivity in Babylon is too specific to 
coincides, (see Lect. vii. pp. 341, 342.) and the —_ be pronounced in the fourth year of Jehoia- 
two years during which Darius the Mede was kim.” iii. 98. His plea, “ Jeremiah would not 
Viceroy; the permission to return not having have uttered what is not strictly correct, he- 
been given until the Ist of Cyrus at Babylon B. cause the captivity did not last 70 years,” (ii. 
C. 536. See Prideaux, Connection, A. 538. B. ii. 462.) stands in sad contrast with the respect- 
T. i. p. 179; Davison on Prophecy, Lect. 6; ful words of Niebuhr, “Sinee the number 70 
Clinton, F. H. T. 2c. 18. pp. 367 sqq. Tholuck is a typical number, this slight difference, [68 
adopts what he calls “an approximativenum- for 70 as he supposes,] should fill us with re- 
ber;” (Die Proph. p. 103.) what inour ordinary — spect, instead of raising doubts as to the 
idiom is called “a round number,” not what truth of the prophecy, or leading us to doubt 


the rationalists mean by it. A “round num- the Babylonian chronology.” Gesch. Assurs 
ber” idiomatically means “a number, in  u. Babels, p. 90. in Tholuck, Die Proph. pp. 
which fractions are disregarded.” It must 112, 13. 1See above, p. 202. 
then be the nearest number above or below. 2See below, Lect. vi. pp. 314, 15. 

We might say, for 2556, “in round numbers, 3 Zech. ix. 8. 

2600;” or for 6844 years, “in round numbers, 4Grote, Greece, xii. 173, 4. Six. 3,4. 
70,” and so on. But the very idiom implies 6 Diod. Sic. xvii. 40-45. Arr. ii, 16-24. Curt. iv. 


that the number shall be the nearest number 7-20, 
which is obtained, either by filling up or T Kateomacmeryn Strabo, xvi. 2. 30. 
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riah’s prophecy than this conquest by Alexander; that conquest agrees 
minutely with the prophecy.. No other event in history does. But, apart 
from this, the victory of the Jews over Greeks was, of all events of history, 
then the most improbable. There was not the most distant likelihood of 
collision between them ; they had no point of contact. The name of Greece 
was known to the Jews, only as that of one of the many countries which 
traded with Tyre; a distant nation, to whom Tyre and Zidon had, in their 
slave-trade, sold Jewish youths, that they might remove them far from their 
border ; but the guilt and the punishment belonged to Tyre and Zidon, not 
tothem. Joel had, for this sin, prophesied the punishment of Tyre, not of 
Greece. Eichhorn, whose form of unbelief exempted him from any 
necessity to explain prophecy of any other than its true object, avowed 
that this prophecy of Zechariah did relate to the march of Alexander and 
the victories of Jews over Greeks at the later critical period of their 
history. He said plainly, “*The conquests of Alexander are described so 
clearly, that they cannot be mistaken.” “In what is said of Tyre, who can 
mistake Alexander’s wonderful conquest?” “ All the chief places, which | 
Alexander, after the battle of Issus, either took possession of or conquered, 
are named one by one, the land of Hadrach, Damascus and Hamath, 
Tyre and Zidon, Ashkelon, Gaza, Ekron and Ashdod.” Unbelieving inter- 
pretation vacillated according to the requirements of the theory of each. 
If any would own that the prophecy related to the march of Alexander 
and to real victories of Jews over Greeks, they placed it in those times”. If 
any felt constrained to place it earlier, they would not see, what to others, 
who believed prophecy as little, was so plain, and took up with anything* 


1Binl. T. iv. 2605. He persuaded himself, 
as his way was, that it was a description of 
past events, and so invented a prophet, not 
earlier than Alexander. He supposed the 
name of the Greeks, in the subsequent pro- 
phecy, to stand for that “ of the most powerful 
enemies of the Jews.” But Alexander had 
been their friend. On any human aspect of 
prophecy, it were absurd to suppose that, in 
the time of Alexander, Jews should anticipate 
conquering the conquerors of the world. 
The prophecy of Zech. xiii. 7-xiv. 21. he ex- 
plained of Judas Maceabeeus (p. 450.) and so 
put it in the time of the Maccabees. Corrodi, 
(according to Késter in Zech. p. 25,) followed 
him, (Bibeleanon, i. 107.) and found Antio- 
ehus Epiphanes in ¢.14. (I do not find the 
passage.) 


2Rosenm. said generally, “ Jahn refers the - 


prophecy to the wars, which the Jews, after 
Alexander, waged with the Greeks who held 
Syria. Other interpreters who, in like way, 
think that the victories, gained by the Mac- 
eabee leaders over Antiochus Epiphanes, are 
meant here, infer that this was written after 
the Maccabee times.” on Zech. ix. 13. 

3 Paulus said, that the prophecy expressed 


what might be the hopes of the Jews after 
HAyrcanus had subdued Edom, and so placed 
it at that time, about 129, B.C. (iib. d. N. T. 
iii. 131-5.) Rosenmiiller said, “ the uncertain 
hopes of the future, expressed here by the 
prophet, are not to be referred to certain 
events.” Bertholdt ruled that, if it related to 
Alexander’s victories, “it must have been 
written by a prophet who flourished after 
Zechariah at the end of the Persian period.” 
(Einl. T. iv. 2 480. p. 1714.) But he thought it 
was written in the time of Ahaz, before the 
Syro-Samaritan war (2 Kgs xvi. 5, 6.); and so 
“that it was probable that the Assyrians gave 
the unknown prophet some occasion for his 
strong threatenings against Hamath, Tyre 
and Zidon; but that it could not be proved, 
for want of historical data.” In plain words, 
the object of the propheey could not be 
Alexander, in whom it was exactly fulfilled, 
because then there would be prophecy. But 
no other account could be given of it, there- 
fore we must imagine one. Gramberg would 
have it, that the Prophet, in the first prophecy 
as to Damascus, &c., used the language of the 
former prophets without any special meaning, 
and in that of the victory over the Greeks 
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which would fit in with any part of the prophecy or (if need were) with 
nothing. Greece was, until Alexander, a colonizing, not a conquering 
nation; the Hebrews had no human knowledge of the site of Greece. 
There was not a little cloud, like a man’s hand, when Zechariah thus abso- 
lutely foretold the conflict and its issue. Yet here we have a definite pro- 
phecy, given later than Daniel, fitting in with his temporal prophecy, 
expanding a part of it, reaching beyond the time of Antiochus, and fore- 
announcing the help of God in two definite ways of protection; 1) without 
war, against the army of Alexander; 2) in the war of the Maccabees; and 
those, two of the most critical periods in their history after the captivity. 
Yet, being expansions of part of the prophecy of Daniel, the period to 
which they belong became clearer in the event by aid of the more com- 
prehensive prophecies. They were two points in the larger prediction of 
the 3d empire. 

The partial minuteness of Daniel’s prophecies belongs to the transition- 
state of the period for which those prophecies were given. They are in 


meant only, “that so mighty and warlike a 
people could only be conquered by Jehovah 
with His Israelites.” (Rel. Id. i. 529, 30.) De 
Wette (ed. iv. when he acknowledged its 
genuineness) would have the prophecy to be 
a concealed denunciation against Persia, 
“against which Zech. did not wish to prophesy 
openly.” (p. 311.) “ix. 13. [against Greece] x. 
6. sqq. are archaisms, resting at the same 
time on the hoped-for restoration of the 
people” (Ib.); or later, “a prophetic anti- 
quarian style whereby the Prophet cast a veil 
of mystery over his prophecies.” (p. 337. ed. 
7.) Knobel, supposing it to date before 740, 
B.C., says, “ It was expected, that the Assyrians, 
to try their strength against Egypt, would 
march through Syria, Phoenicia, and Phil- 
istia, as they did once later, (Is. xx.) and that 
the kingdom of Israel too, (Zech. x. 9-12.) 
and in alesser degree that of Judah, (ix. 8, 9.) 
would be affected by it. That plan of the 
Assyrians was probably not carried out then ; 
for the history of that time does not mention 
it.” (Proph. ti. 169, 70.) Hitzig would have the 
first prophecy to be a mere imitation of the 
beginning of Amos, and that against the 
Greeks to be a prophecy, that the Jewish 
slaves, scattered among the Greeks, should 
rebel against them and conquer them. He 
admits, “ peculiar is the expectation, that his 
people should fight against the Greeks” 
(174.) ;—eontrary to the whole character of 
prophecy, which bade the Jews in captivity 
to be still, seeking the good of those under 
whom they lived; and absurd in itself, as if 
some scattered slaves could be called Judah 
and Ephraim! Ewald (D. Proph. ii. 314, 5,) 
would make it an encouragement to the Jews 


to make war on the Greeks for detaining 
their banished,” [those sold as slaves.] Herz- 
feld (Gesch. Isr. Exe. 2. 2 3. i. 283.) would 
make the first prophecy relate to the expedi- 
tion of Shalmaneser, and, substituting 7)¥ 
for » would make the latter relate to a civil 
war, to be encouraged by God. Stdhelin, for 
the first part, followed DeWette; but called ix. 
13. a prophecy against Greece (p. 327.) ; how, 
he does not explain. Bleek, in his strange 
compromising way, in which he admitted 
right principles but excepted to their appli- 
cation, owned that there are such definite 
distant prophecies in Holy Scripture, but, on 
a priori grounds, preferred to suppose that 
the words related to something unknown, 
rather than own that they related to that in 
which he confessed that they were fulfilled. 
“Certainly one may find in these glorious 
battles of the Jews, in a certain sense, a ful- 
fillment of what is here foretold by the 
Prophet. But if we are not to deny to this 
utterance all moral character, and to con- 
sider it purely as the production of a mantie 
predictiveness—a gift which I do not deny to 
be possible and actual, but which, in the 
Bible prophets, appears, if at all, yet very 
seldom, then, I believe, we may consider 
ourselves justified in assuming, that ‘the 
prophet here named the Greeks individually, 
instead of the enemies of the Covenant- 
people generally, not because he saw in 
spirit before him the later battles of the 
Jews with the Seleucidee, but because he had, 
in the historical relations of the past or 
present, a special occasion to give them 
prominence in this respect.” Theol. Stud. 
u. Krit. 1852. H. 2. pp. 266, 7. 
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one sense a link between the Old and New Testament. God was preparing 
His people to depend more on His invisible presence. In the captivity 
itself, the three great bodies of His people dispersed among the heathen, 
those in Assyria, in Egypt, and in Babylon, had still each their own great 
prophet, Ezekiel among the.captives by the river of Chebar, Jeremiah in Egypt, 
Daniel in Babylon. After the captivity, there were but three prophets 
more. Of these, the prophecies of Haggai, preserved to us, fall in the 
space of four months in the 2d year of Darius Hystaspes}, 16 years after 
their return; Zechariah began two months? later than Haggai, and has no 
known date beyond the 4th year of Darius*. The prophecy of Malachi is 
probably contemporaneous with the second visit of Nehemiah, about 400, 
B.C. Then prophecy ceased in act. It was exceptional, while it lasted. 
For those five centuries, in the first instance, the book of Daniel was 
written. God no longer willed to interfere visibly. Israel, a petty nation, 
hated, envied, on account of its magnificent claims, that its God was the 
God of the whole world, was placed in the high-way of the world, to be 
trampled upon by each inturn. Forerunner of the Christian Church, and 
itself shortly, the whole true Israel, to pass into it, it lay for the time, rest- 
ing on the unseen Providence of God, and awaiting, with keener expect- 
ation, the Deliverer of itself and of the world. It was no longer to have 
single Prophets raised up, to explain to it or to point out God’s dealings 
with it, to preach submission, or to promise mitigation of suffering or 
deliverance upon its repentance. But God left Himself not without witness. 
Details of prophecy, such as aforetime had been given by different prophets, 
in succession, were spread out before them at once, culminating in that 
great trial of faith, the last before our Lord’s first Coming, when Antiochus 
Epiphanes used all artifice and force to extirpate the worship of the One 
God, Daniel foreshewed to them his power, his artifices, his partial success 
in abolishing the public worship of God, his sudden destruction without 
human hand. They should need no human might; they had but to 
endure, and the victory was God’s. 

These more detailed prophecies of Daniel, then, so far from being excep- 
tional in God’s dealings with His people, were in conformity with all His 
ways, as recorded for us, before the captivity; so far from being retrogres- 
sive, in introducing a more limited character of, so to speak, civil prophecy, 
his prophecy was adapted to a state of progress, a condition more like our 
own, in which, instead of the living, revealing prophet, they were cast 
upon the written book. But in that book God taught them that, however 
the world might rage, it was in His hands. He Who beforehand told the 
course which ambitious, selfish, crafty, oppressive, sensual monarchs 
would take, and how it would fare with them, shewed that He Himself 
ruled and overruled the affairs of men which He foreknew. The book of 
Daniel said in fact, at each stage of its fulfillment, what God said in words 
by Isaiah, Behold, the former things are come to pass, and new things do I 
declare unto you ; before they spring forth, I tell you of them *. 


1 Hag. i. 1. ii. 1-10, 20. 2 Zech. i, 1. 3 vii. 1. #Is, xlii. 9. 
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The same relation of a large future and a minute foreground of prophecy, 
which should be an assurance to men, until those large prophecies had 
time for'their fulfillment, recurs in the Gospel. What is now to us a pri- 
mary evidence, the conversion of the nations, was to the Apostles matter 
of faith. To us it is a marvelous evidence, which our own eyes see, that, 
as it was foretold, “the Holy Church throughout the world,” millions upon 
millions, yea, a hundred millions thrice-told, worship Him Who, when it 
was foretold, was worshiped only by a small handful of men in a space 
not so large as one of our English counties; that they worship Him, as it 
was foretold, Who came, was rejected, was crucified by them as a malefac- 
tor, and so atoned for them who crucified Him, and for the whole world. 
The shame of the Cross is the triumph of prophecy. Jesus suffered, as 
was written of Him; He reigns and is worshiped, as was also written of 
Him. He endured, what mere man could not endure; He reigns, as man 
could not reign. He has won the world to the Cross, as He foretold, and 
asman could not win it. The Church of all times and climes is large 
enough to be its own witness. It was foretold of, and, after eighteen cen- 
turies endowed with the perpetuity of its Author and Founder, it IS. But 
while it was struggling into being, and man yet hoped to trample out its 
life, there was all that nearer minuter foreground around the Person of 
our Lord. His acts and history were the fulfillment of minute prophecy. 
Even those things which man could have fulfilled, had he willed, as that 
entrance into Jerusalem 1, belonged to a character which none, save He 
Whose it was, could sustain, greatness in lowliness”. Such too were, the 
preaching of the Gospel to the meek *; the binding up the broken-hearted ; 
the liberty to the captives; the glorious light to the despised land of Gali- 
lee*. Such and much more was all that sorrowful history of His Passion, 
the 30 pieces of silver®, the shame, the spitting®, the smiting on the cheek, the 
gall and the vinegar’, the piercing §, and that, of the hands and the feet®, 
the violent Death ° by His people for whom He died. These would have 
been the end of all human pretensions. They were the beginning of His 
Divine kingdom, Who said by His prophet, They shall look on Me Whom 
they have pierced ; of Whom it was said," Him Whom man despiseth, Him 
Whom the nation abhorreth, a servant of rulers, kings shall see and arise, princes 
also shall worship. Human wisdom could not conceive, human power 
could not accomplish, that such a death should be the regeneration of the 
world. Salvation through the Crucified was the stamp of foolishness which 
the Gospel bore in the eyes of the followers of Socrates. 

That same characteristic of prophecy, the larger distance and the nearer 
earnest, occurs too in our Lord’s prophecies. We know His prophecies, 
that He shall come to be our Judge. He told it often and most distinctly. 
But, this being unseen, His judgment on the devoted city was the first 


1 Zech. ix. 9. Hd Sfp ba 5 Zech. xi. 13. 8Is.1. 6; 
2The Jews themselves saw that lowliness 7 Ps, lxix. 21,8. John xix. 29, 
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earnest of that Judgment to come, with which accordingly He in His 
prophecy closely connected it, as closely and upon the same principle, as 
Daniel, under inspiration of the Holy Ghost, connected the Resurrection 
with Anti-Christ, and Anti-Christ with his Jewish type, Antiochus Epiph- 
anes. Our Lord also used the same minuteness of prophecy, in that 
He directed His disciples to flee from Jerusalem after it had been encom- 
passed by armies, a command which only became possible through the 
un-Roman retreat of Cestius Gallus. It is noticed also that, out of 10 sieges 
which Jerusalem sustained, once only, in consequence of its rocky site, 
was it encircled with a wall; and that once was foretold by Jesus}. 
Minuter yet were His predictions of the details of the contumelies heaped 
upon Him, the mode of His death, the threefold denial of S. Peter, the 
treason of Judas. 

In this long array of prophecy, which I have exhibited to you, it has 
been impossible to vindicate each against the cavils brought against it. 
This was not our problem. It was alleged, in prejudice against the book 
of Daniel, that its prophecies, if really such, were out of harmony with the 
other prophecies of the Old Testament, that other prophecy was not so 
minute or definite. I undertook to point out to you, that the truth was 
the exact contrary to this; that the prophecies in Daniel, so far from being 
out of harmony with those in the rest of the Old Testament, were altogether 
in conformity with them. Impugners of the book of Daniel alleged an 
unlikeness on the surface; I undertook to point out to you the real 
harmony. If any one deny all Divine prophecy, a single lecture cannot 
suffice to assure him. But the argument, if honest, assumed the truth of 
prophecy generally. People, who so argue, act the believers in prophecy. 
For the alleged difference between the prophecies of Daniel and other 
prophecy could have no weight in disproving that they are Divine prophecy, 

_unless it could be shewn, that they were so different in character from 
Divine prophecy, that it would be a contradiction to think that both came 
from the same Author. 

But opponents have, for the most part, granted the agreement of other 
prophecy with the event. The assumption, that definite prophecies are 
“prophecies after the event,”’ would, if true, make the Bible the most dis- 
honest book which ever was written, with one all-pervading dishonesty, 
co-extensive with its actual Divinity. But it concedes the fact of the agree- 
ment. It cuts the knot, which it cannot untie. 

Of the vast range of definite prophecy, it is even strange that men should 
venture to attack any, when on their own shewing they can attack so 
little. Thus, the most laborious impugner of Daniel, in denying ail definite 
prophecy, attacked definitely but very few, and even in these he mostly 
falsified prophecies, in order to accuse them of failure. When Isaiah 
prophesied the invasion of Judah by Assyria which was fulfilled, Lengerke 
substituted “destruction” which Isaiah did not prophesy; when Isaiah 
prophesied the spoiling of Samaria and Damascus within the year, he sub- 
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_ stituted, “the destruction of both within the year.” When Isaiah foretold 
the fruitless invasion of Sennacherib and his sudden overthrow, Lengerke 
ignored the fulfillment of this prediction, which he tacitly admitted, in 
order to allege, that Isaiah in error predicted details of a siege which he 
did not predict. Hosea foretold that Israelites should return to Egypt, 
and eat unclean things in Assyria’. Lengerke said, ‘“‘ According to Hosea’, 
the ten tribes were to be carried back to Egypt, which was never fulfilled.” 
But clearly, since Hosea prophesied in the same verse, that Israel should 
eat unclean things in Assyria, he could not mean that the “ten tribes” 
should return to Egypt. He could have meant it only of individuals of 
them. Hosea, moreover, said distinctly, “he shall not return into the 
land of Egypt, and the Assyrian shall be his king*?;” marking the former 
statement to be partial or metaphorical. To Assyria also was to be carried 
the calf of Bethel*, the centre of their idolatry and of their national exist- 
ence. Humanly too, it is a poor and petty criticism, which fixes itself on 
this subordinate expression, limited, as it is, by the context, and ignores 
those vast prophecies, which describe the condition of Israel for 2600 years, 
as a nation, that they should be despised “ wanderers among the nations.” 

A miscellaneous group has been exhibited to you, in proof of an alleged 
fault among us, that “*the failure of a prophecy is never admitted, in 
spite of Scripture and of history.” Yet of the prophecies alleged to have 
failed, that of Amos, that the house of Jeroboam should fall by the sword, ~ 
came true in the next generation. Not the prophet’s saying, but the false 
priest Amaziah’s perversion of it, failed. The sentence, pronounced by 
Jeremiah on Jehoiakim, points to a dragging of his corpse in contumely, 
which history does not contradict, but, in itself, leaves as probable ®. 

In regard to the capture of Tyre by Nebuchadnezzar, stress has been 
laid on the silence of the Tyrian historian Menander, and the statement 
in Ezekiel, that Nebuchadnezzar and his army should find in Egypt the 
reward for his services against Tyre, which he had not found from Tyre. 
Both imply the capture of Tyre. Menander, who makes a boast of its 
resistance to Salmanassar’, would doubtless have related the issue of the 
siege of Nebuchadnezzar, had it been honorable for Tyre*. He himself 
lets out the facts, that the reign of the king, who resisted Nebuchadnezzar, 
ended with the close of the war®; that after the next, probably tributary, 
king, Baal, (to whom he attributes no relation to the deceased king, as he 
does to others,) judges were appointed’; that the line of kings was broken; 
that, just before the close of the Babylonian monarchy, they had to send 
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2He quotes, pp. Ixxvi., vil., “ix. 8, xi. 5.” 
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and says, “In the time of Ittobaal Nebuchad- 
nezzar besieged Tyre 13 years.” But whether 
or no Ittobaal began his reign before, he 
could not have reigned after the siege; for 
Menander is counting the years from Ittobaal 
to Cyrus, and if the 13 years of Ittobaal had 
not been anyhow his last 13 years, they would 
have furnished no date. 
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to Babylon for two brothers of their royal family in succession}. All this 
points to the ordinary treatment of conquered provinces, that, first, a 
native tributary king was appointed; then, if need were, severer measures 


were taken. 


Ezekiel speaks of Nebuchadnezzar as an instrument of God 


against Tyre. ?I have given him the land of Egypt for the labor which he 


served against her, because they wrought for me. 


The service, which he exe- 


cuted for God against Tyre, was the accomplishment of God’s purpose to 


bring down its pride. 


Ezekiel says that he did that service ’. 


Further, 


he only says that Nebuchadnezzar and his army had no adequate return 


for a 13 years’ laborious siege. 


S. Jerome, who had access to histories 


now lost, relates as a fact, that when Tyre was all but taken, “they put 
all their valuables, gold, silver, vestments, and other goods, on board their 
vessels, and transported them to the Islands, so that, when he took the 
city, Nebuchadnezzar found nothing worthy of his toil.” The expedient 
is so obvious‘, that even a sceptical critic finds in it nothing to question 5, 


Isaiah foretold that it should be so. 
inhabitants of the isle. 


6 Pass ye over to Tarshish; howl, ye 


The state of Tyre also was changed by that capture. 


Although its fleet was still so powerful, that their refusal to take part in 
the expedition against Carthage frustrated the plan of Cambyses’, it had 
submitted of its own free-will to the Persians, and ranked after Sidon ®. 
The assertion of Josephus®, that it was recorded in the Tyrian archives, 
that Nebuchadnezzar subdued the whole of Pheenicia, would, in itself, 


far out-weigh the silence of Menander. 


Rationalism retreated then in 


presence of the facts, and admitted a capitulation of Tyre”, with which 
even Petayius" had been satisfied; but, therewith, it resigned its sole argu-» 
ment, the silence of Menander, who says no more of a capitulation than 


of a surrender. 


It has no support of its assertion but its own will. 


Baffled in the attempt to find direct failure of prophecy, rationalism 
assumed that prophecy always related to the immediate future, and so, 
when the prophet, beholding that future in a long perspective, spoke of 


1See ab. pp. 155, 6. 2 Ezek. xxix. 20. 

3 Hav. on Hzek. p. 428. 

4Diodorus relates that, in the siege of 
Alexander, the Tyrians purposed to remove, 
and in part removed, to Carthage their wives, 
children, and aged. Diod. xvii. 41. Curt. iv. 
1-5. Hav. p, 429. Herodotus (i. 164.) relates 
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Harpagus, the general of Cyrus, the know- 
ledge of their intentions. 

5 Ewald on Ezek. d. Proph. ii. 324. “ Al- 
though we do not know the historical source, 
out of which he [St. Jerome] drew, yet it 
agrees perfectly with the brief words which 
Ezekiel held to suffice. True, that the pro- 
phet does not say in so many words that Neb. 
entered island-Tyre; but the converse, that 
the Tyrians at last vanquished him, lies still 
less in the words; and, whether, or no, he 
entered upon the empty houses, is, in regard 
to the sequel, which is the only question in 


Ezekiel, indifferent. All which Ezekiel has 
to say here is, that Egypt will, through the 
ordering of Jahve [God], be the more cer- 
tainly abandoned to be plundered by the 
Chaldeans, the less he found his hard toil, 
employed at Tyre for higher ends, re- 
warded.” 
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the future of a city or nation without reference to time, it assumed that 
the prophecy failed, if it was not fulfilled at once. But it was a simple 
falsifying of the prophet’s words, when men said e. g., “the complete 
destruction of Babylon by the Medo-Persians is prophesied by Isaiah.” 
“2 Kzekiel predicts its [Tyre’s] utter destruction by Nebuchadnezzar, so that 
it should be like the top of a rock, and never rebuilt.” 

It is strange that they who insist so much, that prophecy is not definite, 
who assert, even untruly, that dates are no matter of prophecy, will yet 
have it that these prophecies were not fulfilled, nay, that the prophets 
were deceived, because the whole of each prophecy was not fulfilled at 
once. No one denies that Babylon has long been in the condition which 
Isaiah*® and Jeremiah‘ foretold; and that Idumeza is in that predicted 
by Obadiah 5, Isaiah ®, Jeremiah’, Ezekiel®; and that Tyre and Rabbah 
of Ammon are what Ezekiel foretold they should become®. All these 
prophets say, what punishments should come upon those nations; no 
prophet says, as to the completed desolations, when they should be. They 
described apparently, in God-given words, the vision which God spread 
before their souls. We know that, as to our Lord’s first Coming, they, 
for the most part, knew not the time. Only they knew, St. Peter tells us 
alsc, that it was not to be in their own; and this, by revelation of God. 
They knew by revelation the things themselves; the Spirit of Christ in them 
testified beforehand the sufferings of Christ, and the glory which should follow. 
Very different from the fanatical expectations of later times, which have 
ever been outrunning prophecy, i was revealed to them, St. Peter con- 

,tinues ”, that not unto themselves, but wnto us, they did minister the things which 
are now reported unto you. Further, as to what was not revealed to them, 
they were left, St. Peter says, to their own pious search into the meaning 
of what was revealed through them. ” Of which salvation the prophets 
inquired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace that should come 
unto you. Vision is independent of time. When then the prophets say 
nothing of time, we have no right to assume, that they fixed any definite 
time for that future, which God spread out before them as what should be, 
irrespective of the time when it should be. At times the succession is 
marked in the prophecy itself: as, when Obadiah, after foretelling the 
destruction of Edom by Nebuchadnezzar, foretells a second chastisement 
through the Jews, which came upon them through John Hyrcanus, 
accordingly four centuries after Nebuchadnezzar. The assumption, that 
the omission of any mark of duration implies a disbelief that there would 
be any long interval, would be contrary to the authority of our Lord Him- 
self, Who spake of the destruction of the world in connection with that of 
Jerusalem, without any note of time. Yet even apart from our knowledge 
of His Divinity and Infallibility, we know that elsewhere His words pre- 


1Lengerke, Dan. Ixxvi. 6Ts, xxxiv. 11-15, 7 Jer. xlix. 17, 18. 
2 Davidson, ii. 468. 8 Ezek. xxxv. 7, 9. 

31s. xiii. 19-22, xiv. 23. 9Ib. xxvi. 14; xxv. 5. 

4 Jer. 1. 12, 13, 39, 40, li. 26, 37-43. 101 S. Pet. i. 11. 


_ ©Obad. 9, 18. See my Comm. pp. 363-66. 11 Ib. 12. 1218. Pet. i. 10, 


THE UNITY OF PROPHECY. 269 


suppose a long interval. The question is too, not how much the Prophets 
knew, but what God the Holy Ghost, Who spake by them, meant by the 
words which He gave them. 

It belongs to the character of prophecy, to ‘declare the end from the ' 
beginning. It belongs to God’s mercy that His judgments break in 
gradually, at intervals, leaving space for repentance. “?Therefore 
chastenest Thou them by little and little that offend, and warnest them 
by putting them in remembrance wherein they have offended, that leaving 
their wickedness they may believe in Thee, O Lord.” “Executing Thy 
judgments upon them by little and little, Thou gavest them place of 
repentance.” What God’s word declared has come. 

The attempt then to disjoin the prophecies of Daniel, as something 
unlike in kind from those of the rest of the Old Testament, fails in both 
ways Of stating it. Rather, we have that characteristic of unity, which is 
stamped upon all God’s works of nature and of grace, likeness amid 
variety. Daniel, as being for that dreary time, when the living prophets 
ceased, a microcosm of prophecy, has in one all the character of prophecy. 
Largest and least, the remote future and the near, the conflict of the 
evil and the good, and its final issue, man’s free-agency and God’s over- 
ruling Providence, Judgment and Mercy, the Death of the Redeemer and 
His everlasting Kingdom, His Presence, as Man yet more than man, at 
the Right Hand of God, the passing away of the old Covenant and its 
sacrifices and the bringing in of the New, forgiveness of sins and the gift 
of righteousness, are all concentred in him. The form in part varies, the 
centre is the same. The minute is not severed from the vast, nor the 
near from the remote, nor predictions as to time from the eternal issues 
of this fleeting world, nor the glories of Christ from His humiliation and 
Death: but in Daniel, as in all the prophets, and in God’s other prophets 
as in him, we see God, working through man’s free-agency, knowing, in His 
ever-present Eternity, the events of His creatures’ varying and conflicting 
wills, beholding things which are not as those which are, present with His 
creatures in all the intricacies of this eddying life, Himself, in all, the 
ever-present God, the pitying Father, the all-just Judge. Prophecy, like 
God’s physical creation, bears witness to the Oneness of its Author, by 
that marvelous oneness which underlies its beautiful variety, reappear- 
ing without repetition; varying without deviation of principle; one with- 
out identity : manifold, yet never departing from its one type. 


1Ts xlvi. 10. 2 Wisdom xii. 2, 10, 


LECTURE VI. 


On the proof of the genuineness of the Book of Daniel, furnished by the date of 
the closing of the Canon of the Old Testament, and by the direct reference to 
it in the Canonical Scriptures, and in other books before or of the Maccabee 
period. 


THE account of the close of the Canon of the Old Testament, as given, by 
those to whom the books themselves were entrusted, is very definite, and 
proceeds on a definite principle. Josephus, in a controversial work, in 
answer to an impugner of Judaism, states, in the name of his countrymen, 
when it was closed, and why no later writings were admitted into it. It 
was closed, he says, in the reign of Artaxerxes, son of Xerxes, and that, 
because the succession of prophets closed then. ‘“ With us,” he says’, in 
contrast to the contradictions of Greek history ’, “there are, not myriads of 
books inharmonious and conflicting, but two and twenty books only, con- 
taining the records of the whole time, and rightly believed to be Divine. 
Of these, five are those of Moses, which comprise as well the matters of law 
as the account of the generations of man, to the time of his death. This 
period is little short of 3000 years. But from the death of Moses to the reign 
of Artaxerxes, the king of Persia after Xerxes, the prophets after Moses 
wrote what was done in their times, in 18 books. The 4 remaining books 
contain hymns to God, and suggestions to men as to their lives. From 
Artaxerxes down to our own times, events have been recorded, but they 
have not been accounted worthy of the same credit as those before them, 
because the exact succession of Prophets existed no longer. And it is 
evident indeed, how we stand affected to our own writings. For, so long 
a period having now elapsed, no one has dared either to add or to take 
away from them, or to change anything; it being a thing implanted in 
all the Jews from their first birth, that they should account them as 
oracles of God, and abide by them, and, if need were, gladly die for 
them.” 

The unchangeable adherence of the Jews to the Old Testament, that 
wonderful faith, which has for 1800 years since, in the main, characterized 
their nation, even while forced, if they would remain Jews, to explain 
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away the prophecies which they believed and attested, is stated at the 
same time by one of the mystical school. Philo, of a character the most 
opposite to that of Josephus, says, ‘“! They change not even a word of the 
things written by him, [Moses,] but would rather endure 10,000 deaths 
than be persuaded to what is contrary to his laws and customs.” 

Josephus somewhat varied the distribution of the books, within the 
three divisions in which the Jews classed the books of Holy Scripture. 
For the question at issue with Apion was the historical faithfulness of the 
Old Testament. “?Since I see many attending to the blasphemies uttered 
by some out of hostility, and disbelieving what I have written about our 
antiquities, and making it a token of the modernness of our race, that the 
celebrated Grecian historians have not accounted it worthy of mention, I 
thought it needful to write briefly of all these things, &c.”’ On this ground 
Josephus classes in one all which we call the historical books with Job 
and the Prophets. His 13 books are, 1) Joshua; 2) Judges and Ruth; 8) 
Samuel i. ii; 4) Kings i. ii; 5) Job; 6) Isaiah; 7) Jeremiah and Lamenta- 
tions; 8) Ezekiel; 9) The Twelve (minor prophets); 10) Daniel; 11) Ezra 
1.11; (i. e. Ezra, Nehemiah;) 12) Chronicles i. ii; 18) Esther. His four 
books of hymns and ethics are owned to be,1) Psalms; 2) Proverbs; 3) 
Ecclesiastes; 4) Canticles. No one now disputes that such were the 22 
books intended by Josephus, so numbered by a sort of memoria technica, 
in conformity to the 22 Hebrew letters*. No one now ever questions that 
he meant to include all the books of the Hebrew Scriptures, and those 
only. It has only been alleged, in transparent contradiction to his own 
words, that it is “a private account ” of his own. He speaks of it as “an 
implanted belief of all the Jews, for which they would gladly die.” 

The date at which the Jews, in the time: of Josephus, believed the 
Canon of their Scriptures to have been closed, was about four centuries 
before the birth of our Lord. Josephus probably fixed on the reign of 
Artaxerxes, as being the period of Nehemiah’s great work of restoration‘, 
although the actual closing of the Canon probably took place during the 
second visit to his country, the probable date of the prophet Malachi, 
under the son and successor of Artaxerxes, Darius Nothus. The period 
which lay between was a long one; the time of Antiochus Epiphanes lay 
some 250 years nearer. Yet it was a period of the most active human 
intelligence. It reached back into no ages, really or hypothetically 
“dark.” Socrates was a contemporary of Malachi; the source of the two 
philosophies, which have influenced the world, was of the same date as 
the last of the Hebrew Prophets. Better might we suppose the Greeks 
ignorant as to the dates of their philosophers, than imagine the Jews, to 
whom the word of God was dearer than: life, ignorant as to the date of 
their prophets. The term, moreover, was measured by something beside 
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as to Ephorus, and subsequent writers as to “The books of the Old law are in like way 

Timeeus; and as to Herodotus, all, &e.” 22; Moses, 5; the Prophets, 8; the Hagio- 
1 jin Euseb. Prep. Ev. viii. 6. p. 357. grapha, 9.” 2 


2¢. Ap. i. init. 4Neh. i. 1, xiii. 6. 


| 


272. INTERVENING PERIOD ONE OF MENTAL ACTIVITY. 


years. Josephus speaks of it as a period of mental activity in Judea. 
“From that time down to our own, events were recorded ; but they have 
not been accounted worthy of the same credit as those before them.” 
This describes a portion of the deuterocanonical books of the Old Testa- 
ment; books held in estimation among the Jews as well as by Christians, 
but not received by the Jews into their Canon, because Israel had no 
more prophets, who had authority to receive them. 

The Canon of the New Testament closed with the Revelation of St. 
John, and his death was, it is supposed, about A.D. 101. Now, conceive 
the parallel case, that a Christian writer, early in our 6th Century, e. g. 
’ Procopius, had stated in an Apology, that the history of Christ and His 
Apostles had been written in five books, and that there were 22 other 
books written by Apostles between the Resurrection of Christ and the 
reign of Trajan ;. that, after the reign of Trajan, down to his own times, 
other books had been written; yet that these were not esteemed worthy 
of the like'credit, since there had been no Apostle later than the reign of 
Trajan; and that so, since the time of Trajan, no one had taken from or 
added to the number of the sacred books ;—what would be thought of a 
writer, who should assert that the Epistle to the Hebrews was not written 
until 25 years after the Council of Nice, and so, about A.D. 850? Apart 
from all other evidence, it would be thought inconceivable, that Procopius 
could assert, that the Christian Canon had been unalterable since the 
death of the last Apostle, if a book had been added to the Canon two cen- 
turies and a half after his decease. 

One of the earliest of the books, written during that period of reflection 
and expectation, after the close of the Canon,—the Wisdom of the son of 
Sirach, furnishes a probable date as to itself. The preface, written by the 
grandson of the author, who translated it into Greek, defines that date 
more closely. The author, after devoting six chapters to the praise of 
great men, whom God had raised up in Israel during the period of the 
sacred books, winds up with the praise of the earliest progenitors or re- 
newers of the human race, Shem and Seth, and closes at the beginning, 
with Adam. Then follows abruptly the praise of Simon, the high priest, 
the son of Onias, whom he describes as one still fresh in men’s memory, 
mentioning even his personal stature rising above that of the other 
priests, like a young cedar among the palmtrees', and his personal 
beauty. Now, although there were two high-priests, Simon son of Onias, 
and Simon II. son of Onias IT., it is in itself the most probable, that the 
writer is describing the first Simon, both on the ground of his own greater 
eminence, and because the writer calls him simply, “Simon the high Priest, 
the son of Onias.” The first is the Simon who, Josephus says?, “was 
surnamed ‘the Just,’ on account both of his piety to God and his benevo- 
lence toward his countrymen.” He is the Simon singled out in an early 
tract of the Mishnah °, as one of the last remnants of the great Synagogue. 

The grandson relates that he himself “*came into Egypt, Euergetes 
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being king.” The date of the well-known Ptolemy Euergetes agrees with 
ihe date of Simon the Just. For, Simon having been contemporary with 
Ptolemy son of Lagus, the grandson of his contemporary, the son of 
Sirach, might well come into Egypt in the reign of Ptolemy Euergetes, 
the grandson of Ptolemy I., himself also a great patron of letters. The 
title of honor naturally belongs to the eminent person who bore it. A 
writer, wishing to designate his own date, would not use an ambiguous 
title. The name Euergetes would recall to the Alexandrian, Jew or 
Heathen, the real “benefactor” to his country, not that later king, who, 
however he usurped both name and kingdom, was, from his bloated 
person, called Physcon, “ big-bellied,” from his deeds, Kakergetes, “male- 
factor ;”’ retaining, says the historian}, “through his daily excess,” neither 
the form nor the feelings of aman. A pious Jew would not have named 
Euergetes, one who, for incest, aggravated, cold-blooded murder of his 
own offspring, promiscuous massacre, hideous, inconceivable, diabolical, 
revenge, was a disgrace to human nature. Nor would Euergetes have 
been a correct title. Those, who called him at all by the name, entitled 
him “ Euergetes the second,” or “ Euergetes Physcon,” to distinguish him 
from the Ptolemy to whom the title belonged ?. 

Simon the Just having been high-priest at the time of Ptolemy Lagi, 
the son of Sirach probably lived and wrote early in the 8d century B.C.; 
his grandson went into Egypt somewhere in the reign of Ptolemy Euer- 
getes 247-221, aged 38, and translated the book after some little interval. 

The grandson’s account is most distinct. He says, that his grandfather 
studied the Old Testament as a whole, and proceeded to write further, 
drawing his thoughts from it. “Whereas many and great things have 
been delivered to us by the law and the prophets and by the rest who followed 
their steps,—whereof not only the readers must needs become skillful 
themselves, but also they that desire to learn be able to profit them which 
are without, both by speaking and writing, my grandfather Jesus, when 
he had given himself to the study of the law and the prophets and the other 
books of our fathers, and had gotten therein good judgment, was drawn on 
himself also to write something pertaining to learning and wisdom, to the 
intent that those who are desirous to learn and are addicted to these 
things, might profit much more in living according to the law.” The 
book, (according to the grandson’s impression or knowledge,) was intended 
chiefly as a sort of epitome of practical teaching drawn and recast from 
Holy Scripture, to win those without to live according to the law. Three 
times, in this short preface, the grandson speaks of the Old Testament, as 
one completed whole; 1) in his own person, as the body of teaching which 
had been delivered to Israel; 2) as the source whence his grandfather 
derived his knowledge; 8) in reference to his own work of translation. 


1 quotidiana luxuria ita marcenti, ut—senstt_ ceeded him, the eldest surnamed Philometor, 
hominis nimia sagina careret. Just. 34,2. the younger, Euergetes the second.” Por- 
sagina ventris non homini sed bellue similis. phyry. (in Eus. Chron. Arm. i. 238.) “ Ptolemy, 
Id. 38, 8. the 2d Euergetes.” (Id. p. 241.) “ Philometor 

2 His (Ptol. Epiphanes’) two sons suc- his brother succeeded, the second Euergetes, 
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“The same things uttered in Hebrew, and translated into another tongue, 
have not the same force in them; and not only these things [his grand- 
father’s book which he had translated] but the law and the prophets and the 
rest of the books, have no small difference when they are spoken in their 
own language.” He could not more explicitly have contrasted this book, 
on which he had been engaged, with those of the three classes before it. 
They, then fore-existing; this, derived from them; they, of primary 
authority ; this, applying them; they, such as might be expected to retain, 
to a greater degree, their native force in a translation ; this, as what might 
(obviously, from its less Divine power) lose more in translation. 

The grandson is a good witness as to the religious habits of his thought- 
ful and pious grandfather. He could not fail to knowthem. The son of 
Sirach then had before him, as the authoritative source of instruction, the 
Scriptures of the Old Testament, in that same threefold division in which 
they existed in our Lord’s time. The last class, although more miscel- 
laneous, was as complete and as authoritative as the others. He does not 
say, “others who followed them,” but “‘the others;” not, “other books 
of our fathers,” but, “the other books?,” “* the rest of the books.’ They 
were a complete whole, as authoritative as the rest; for the son of Sirach 
drew from all without distinction, as authorities to and above himself. 

The Wisdom of Sirach then (in whichever way the date given by his 
grandson is explained) really decides the date of the book of Daniel. For 
the question lies only between the real date at which the book of Daniel 
was closed, B.C. 584, and the date of the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, 
B.C. 164. The prophecies in the book exclude any other. All must be 
true or all imposture. The prophecies as to Antiochus Epiphanes him- 
self are too minute to be human, if written before the event at all. No 
human sagacity could have foreseen them. If we take “Simon the son 
of Onias” in the book itself to be the great “Simon the Just,” and the 
“Buergetes” in the grandson’s prologue to be the well-known Ptolemy 
Euergetes, then the grandson must have come into Egypt between B.C. 
247-2214. Supposing him to have come thither, as he says, at 88, at the 
close of the reign of Ptolemy Euergetes, his father must have been born 
at the least some 60 years before, and the date of his grandfather must 
have fallen, anyhow, 280, B.C.; the Canon must have been then closed ; 
and the book of Daniel had its place there. But taking him whois spoken 
of as Simon, the great Simon, him who would be known by readers as 
“Simon son of Onias,” not to be the high-priest who was celebrated by 
Jewish writers subsequently, but a later Simon, comparatively unknown; 
taking also him who is called Euergetes to be one whom all Egypt justly 
execrated as Kakergetes; assuming also that people dated, (as there is no 
proof that any cne but himself ever dated,) from the time of his first 


whom they call Physeon.” (Strabo, 17, 1, 11.) 2oHv Te TOD vouoU Kal THY mpodyTaY Kal TOV 


“Buergetes Physcon.” (Ib. 12.) Justin ae? GAAwv tatpiov BiBrAlov avayvwour. 
him no surname. 3 avrds 6 véMos Kal al mpodynretat Kat TA AoUTA 
18a ToD vouwov Kal TOY mpodyT@v Kal Tov TeV BLBALwv. 


GOV TOV Kat’ avTOVS HKoAOVENnKOTwY. Preef. 4Ptolemy Buergetes came to the throne, 
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accession, before he was driven out for his repeated and wanton aggression 
on his forbearing brother ; that “the 38th year in the time of Euergetes ” 
meant what it does not naturally mean}, “ the 38th year of Euergetes,” 
just 2 years before Egypt rose up, unable to endure the monster any 
longer, and expelled him from them; supposing this to be the date of the 
grandson’s coming to Egypt, still the opponents of Daniel would gain 
nothing. The 38th year of Ptolemy Physcon, counted even thus, would 
fall 13? B.C. The grandfather’s book was a well-known book: it was 
then in repute; his grandfather himself must have been somewhile dead, 
and yet, during those long years of thought and study, which must have 
prepared for such a book as the Wisdom of Sirach, the complete Canon of 
the Old Testament was (his grandson says,) the subject of that study. Let 
the date of the son of Sirach, when he so studied the Holy Scripture and 
labored, as he says, for all time to come, have been as low as 180, B.C.3, 
the case of the opponents of the book of Daniel is still as hopeless as ever, 
since the book of Daniel must have been earlier than this; and, being 
earlier, must have been prophetic. 

The existence of the Wisdom of Sirach, out of the Hebrew Canon, in 
itself implies that the Canon was closed, when it was written. His grand- 
son avers that it was written in Hebrew; weighty Jewish authorities4 


B.C. 247, died B.C. 22%. Clinton, F. H. iii. vray ev T> SevTépw eter emi Aapeiov. It is 
386. ened 

1No one would doubt, in any ordinary 
Greek, that the sentence, év yap Ta OySdw Kai 
TplakooT@ ETE, Emi TOD "EvepyéTou Bacidéws 


no natural translation, not the way in which 
a Hebrew would think in Greek, and so, not 
a Hellenistic idiom, but a mere rendering of 
one man. It is no authority then for render- 
ing the words of the preface, which we have 
in their original Greek, otherwise than they 
would be rendered in any other Greek. 
2Ptolemy Physcon dated back to the 12th 
year of his brother Philometor, when the 
Alexandrians made him king, his brother 


mapayevndeis eis Aiyumtov Kat oavyxpovicas, 
meant, “for having, in the 38th year, in the 
time of king Euergetes, arrived in Egypt 
and continued some time with them.” The 
context relates to his own work of transla- 
tion, its difficulties, and the way in which he 


qualified himself for it. “I found,” he Says, being for the time a puppet in the hands of 
“a copy of no small learning, and held tt Foinhanes. But his brother having suc- 
most necessary to apply some labor and  (Qooqeq his father, 181, B.C., his 12th year 
study to translate this book.” The date, nq Physcon’s Ist was 132 B.C , his 38th, 132 
“the 38th year,” is, in the natural construe- 8 ¢. gee Porphyry in Clinton, F. H. ii 390, 1. 
tion of the Greek, distinct from the date by and Table of kings of Egypt, ii. 408. 

the reign of Euergetes. In Greek, no more 3 Even Fritzche supposes the work to have 
than in English, would “in the 38th year in been completed 40 or 60 years before B.C. 
the time of Euergetes” mean “in the 38th 439 and so between BC. 192-172. Weish. 
year of Euergetes.” It would rather signify — Jesus Sirach’s. Einl. p. xvi. 

a concurrent date, as, in the Maccabees, the 4Zunz (a Jewish Seeptic) quotes the Tosefta, 
phrase, “in the first year in the time of  (yaqaim, ¢.3. “the book Ben Sira and all the 
Simon the high priest,” means, “in the first hooks written since,”) the Jerusalem Talmud, 
year of their freedom ” (1 Mace. xiii, 42. add (j. Berachoth ec. 7. j. Chagiga 2 1.j Nasir 5.3. 
xiv. 27.) It is then most natural to under- p Axiba cites the books of Ben Gira j. San- 
stand “the 38th year” of his own life, and pear, 10. 1.) Babylonian Talmud, (Chagiga 13. 
the beginning of his Hellenistic studies of  . yebamoth 63. b. [also R. Nissim relations 
which he is speaking. The language ofthis ¢ 16 9) Kethuboth 110. b. Baba Bathra 98 b 
preface does not contain a single Hebrew 146 4 Sanhedrin 100. b. Nidda 16.b.) S Jerome, 
idiom. And it is, moreover, no Hebrew (a. yenresenting his Jewish instructors,] Bere- 
idiom, that the single translator of Haggai snizp Rabba, (c. 8. f. 10. a,10.f. 12 a, 73. f. 82.¢, 
and Zechariah has rendered, DAW NIWA 91. fF. 101. c. Vaiikra Rabba, (c. 33 f. 203, bs) 
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attest its existence in Hebrew for a long period. “‘Its high reputation 
appears from the way in which it is mentioned and its contents are applied. 
Very weighty authorities, chiefly of Palestine’, appeal to Sirach, and 
sometimes in a way, used only of passages of Scripture. Even in the 
beginning of the 4th century, the book is counted among the Kethubim *.” 
“4Sirach’s proverbs passed into moral writings, were recommended by 
the wise, and spread abroad in public addresses. Including the anonymous 
citations, some 40 sentences, mostly in an abridged form, are given us in 
these writings, some of which are missing both in the Greek and Syriac 
text. All but three are in Hebrew, and, if the quotations are literal, they 
yield not unimportant contributions to the Hebrew of that time.” 

No ground can be alleged, why a Hebrew work written in Palestine, of 
such character as the Wisdom of Sirach, so praised, so approved, so full 
of wisdom, should not have been received into the Canon, but either that 
inspired authority was then lacking to receive it, or that its author had 
not the same tokens of Divine authority as the writers of the Old Testa- 
ment; or both. 

The writer himself speaks with authority; he sums up his book, as a 
source of practical wisdom; “*Jesus, the son of Sirach of Jerusalem, hath 
written in this book the instruction of understanding and knowledge; who 
out of his heart poured forth wisdom. Blessed is he that shall be exer- 
cised in these things, and he that layeth them up in his heart shall 
become wise. For if he do them, he shall be strong to do all things; for 
the light of the Lord shall lead him, Who giveth wisdom to the godly.” 
Yet at the same time, he speaks of himself, as coming a/ter the writers of 
Holy Scripture, a mere gleaner after them. “®I awaked up last of all, as 
one that gathereth after the grape-gatherers, by the blessing of the Lord I 
profited, and filled my winepress like a gatherer of grapes. Consider, that 
I labored not for myself only, but for all them that seck learning. Hear 
me, O ye great men of the people, and hearken with your ears, ye rulers 
of the congregation.” 

The son of Sirach himself, in praising great men of Holy Scripture, 
mentions generally, rulers, wise counselors, “rich men furnished with 
ability,” and, with all ranks and conditions of life, two classes of writers, 
those who “announced in prophecies,” and those who “® narrated verses 
in writing,” [setting them forth at length.] By these last he manifestly 
intends the Psalmists, (as of David especially he says, that “®he praised 


Midrash Coheleth, (f. 102 ec, 116, a.) Tanehuma, 
(f. 13. a, 15. d, 69 a.) and some later writers 
beside.” ‘“ Rapoport has already proved that 
R. Wissim quotes out of Sirach, in his life, p. 
81,” Gottesdienstl Vortriige d. Juden, p. 101. 

11d. pp. 101, 2. 

2“ As Rab, (Erubin 65. a. [eomp. Sanh. 44 b.] 
54. a. Beza 32. b.) Jochanan, (Nidda f. 16. b.) 
Elasar, (j. Taanith 3, 6. j. Chagiga 2,1. Bere- 
shith Rabba f. 10. a. Tanchumaf. 15d.) Rabba 
bar Mare, (Yebamoth 63 b. Baba Kama 92. b.) 

3“ NIV, says Rab, (Erubin 65. a.) 3°34, 


R. Chanina (1, 1.) and the Babylonian Talmud 
Berachoth f. 48. a.); Rabba Bar Mare uses 
the same expression with the addition 
D°3)ND3, and sets it over against the Law 
and the Prophets, (Baba Kama 1.1.) Eliahu 
Rabba has 4D}8 3)NDN of the same pass- 
age, in Yalkut, Gen. f. 23. d, but in the editions, 
ec. 12. f. 61. b, there stands for it, ‘The wise 
says,” Ib. p. 102. a. 4Zunz, pp. 102-4. 

5 |. 27-20. 6 xxxiii. 16-18. 

T amnyyedkdres ev mpopytetats, Xliv. 3. 

8 Sunyovmevor ern év ypady, Ib. 5. 9 xlvii. 8. 


TRADITION AS TO NEHEMIAH. Pag 


the Holy One most High with words of glory; with his whole heart he 
sang songs ;’’) and hagiographical writers, (as of Solomon he says, “!The 
countries marveled at thee for thy songs and proverbs and parables and 
interpretations,”) and even especially such lengthened works, forming one 
whole, as Job, or the Canticles?, or Ecclesiastes. So then* we haye in the 
author himself, those two divisions of Holy Scripture, the “prophecies” 
and “the writings,” as, in praising Moses, he adds “the law.” “God 
gave him commandments, even the law of life and knowledge.” Beside 
this, that long panegyric in itself bears witness to the greater part of our 
existing Canon, and to nothing beside that Canon. 

This same division of the Old Testament into the same three classes 
occurs in a document, attributed to Nehemiah in a letter which stands at 
the beginning of the 2d book of Maccabees. The book itself closes with 
the death of Nicanor‘, B. C. 161, and the subsequent peaceful possession 
of Jerusalem by the Jews; “from that time forth the Hebrews had the 
city in their power.” The work of Jason of Cyrene, which the author 
epitomised, did not extend beyond the reign of Antiochus Eupator®, who 
died in the autumn B.C. 162%. To one, probably the former’ of the two 
letters, there is added a date 188%, i. e. 125, B.C. There is no indication 
of any later date. This letter quotes from some writings, called “ com- 
mentaries of Nehemiah ’,” that Nehemiah, “ founding a library, gathered 
together the matters as to the kings and the prophets and the things of 
David, and the epistles of the kings concerning the holy gifts.” The 
“library ’ was doubtless connected with the temple, in the treasury or 
Archives of which we know other documents to have been deposited”. 
What document the writers of the Epistle had before them, we have no 
clue. 

Nor do the words contain anything as to the formation or closing of the 
Canon, or any act whatever in regard to it. But the passage proves thus 
much, that a writing was in existence a century before our Lord, under 
the name of Nehemiah, presupposing the existence of the Canon in the 
time of Nehemiah, in that he gathered together into a library the books 
of which it was composed. Doubtless they were authentic copies which 
he was believed so to have collected, in like way as “the Epistles of kings 
concerning gifts” were, doubtless, the original letters of the kings of 
Persia, copies of which are preserved in the book of Ezra, to which origi- 
nals, when need arose, appeal might be made. The law had been already 
spoken of". “The matters of the kings” doubtless comprised what are 
now called “the former prophets;” “the things of the Prophets,” “the 
later Prophets;” “the things of David,” the hagiographa; the third mis- 


1xlvii.17. 2 Fritzsche, ad loc. owns this. month Chasleu, in the hundred fourscore and 

3 This argument is from Hav. Einl. i. p. 32. eighth year.” Judas, whose name is prefixed 

4 xv. 37. 5 ii, 20-3. to the 2d letter, fell in battle, B. C. 161. 

6 Clinton, Fast. Hell. iii. 325. 9 éy Tots UTOmYyMaTLapMOLs Tots KaTAa TOV Nee- 

7In 2 Mace. xi. 21, 33, and 38, the date is at «dav, lit. “the commentaries according to 
the end of the letter. Nehemiah,” ii. 13. 


8.10. It would then be divided, “in the 101 Mace. xiv. 49. 11 ji. 2, 3. 
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‘ 


cellaneous section being designated from the Psalms, the first book in it, 
precisely as our Lord speaks of 1all things written in the law of Moses, and 
the prophets, and the Psalms, concerning Himself, in language familiar to 
those to whom He spake. The writers of the Epistle speak of the act of 
Nehemiah in gathering together those former books into the library, as a 
place of safe keeping, in just the same way as they speak of the act of 
Judas in “gathering together all those things which were lost by reason 
of the war we had, and they remain with us.” “In like manner’,” they 
say. As then the writers, when they spoke of this act of Judas in “ gather- 
ing together” those later documents, could not mean to speak of any 
gathering for the first time ‘into a collection, (for they speak of them as 
having previously “ fallen asunder®” and being “ lost,’’) so neither could 
their meaning be, that Nehemiah, with whose act they compare that of 
Judas, for the first time collected those former books into the Canon. 

Let people place this letter at what date they will, before our Lord, (and 
no one would now place it later,) it were absurd to suppose that a writing, 
attributed to Nehemiah, and speaking of the Canon as existing in his 
time, could haye obtained belief, had the Canon been closed subsequently 
to the times of the’ Maccabees. But the validity and accuracy of the 
tradition has even been insisted upon by opponents of the book of Daniel. 
For, mistaking it for an account of a formation of the Canon, they thought 
that it could be used, as an argument, that the Hagiographa, in the time 
of Nehemiah, was as yet unfixed. And so they committed themselves to 


admit the correctness of a tradition which is evidence against them *. 


18. Luke xxiy. 44. 2 @ocavtws li. 14. 

3 dtamemtwxdta Sua Tov wodAeuov. Herzfeld 
would translate this, “what happened in the 
war,” i.e. that he gathered its events in a 
history, (i. pp. 444, 5.) which is, of course, 
impossible. 

4“The second place is 2 Mace. ii.13. where 
a notice has been preserved out of lost 
memoirs of Nehemiah. The correctness of 
this account we have certainly no ground to 
doubt. The only question is, what writing 
we are to suppose to be intended.” Bleek, 
Schl. ZS. iii. 201. “Nehemiah directed his 
attention to the commenced collection of a 
holy national library, as is expressly related 
in 2 Mace, ii. 13. Probably he sueceeded in 
gaining several books, not yet found; and 
the passage quoted contains in fact very clear 
indications, that through him some [ra mepi 
Tov mpopytay could not, of course, mean, 
some] prophetic books, as also the books of 
Samuel, here ealled ‘the books of Dayid,’ 
(ra tod Aavid,) because they treat chiefly of 
David; and ‘the books of Kings’ (ra mepi 
Tov Baotdkéwv) were added to the national 
library.” Berth. Einl. 3 28. pp. '75, 6. Movers 
wonld have the whole to relate to a com- 
menced formation of the Hagiographa. “The 
matters as to the kings,” were to be the 


Chronicles; “ David,” “the first book of the 
Psalms;” “the Epistles,’ Ezra. Loci quid. 
Can. T. &e. p. 15. Stihelin leaves it open to 
mean, “either the books of the prophets ac- 
cording to their two divisions, or at least the 
books of Samnel and Kings, perhaps the 
Chronicles also, the documents contained in 
Ezr. vi. 2 sqq. vii. 11. and the Psalms.” Ein. 
23.p.9. Herzfeld is at pains to prove the 
genuineness of the two Epistles, (which he 
counts as one, Gesch. Isr. Exe. 18. i. 443 sqq.) 
but will have it, that émruovvyyaye, in ii. 14. 
means “compiled:” but in ii. 13. with which 
the statement stands parallel, means.“ col- 
lected.” He too maintains that the three- 
fold division of the Old Testament was in- 
tended by the writer of that letter; the first 
division being what are now the earlier 
prophets (i. e. the historical books written by 
prophets, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, Kings ;) 
the 2d, what the Jews count the later pro- 
phets, “ Isaiah, although only to vh. 39; Jere- 
miah, with the Lamentations; Ezekiel and 
the 12 lesser prophets; only it may be that 
Jonah was added later; lastly, a collection of 
Psalms viz. Ps. 2-41., all attributed to David, 
and Ps. 42-50. from the sons of Korah and 
Asaph.” Gesch. Isr. ii. 50. and Excurs 22. pp. 
92 sqq. 
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These traditions or indications of the close of the Canon of the Old Test- 
ament coincide with the data which we have of its gradual formation before 
and in the captivity. I cannot, of course, here condense the evidence 
for the genuineness and Divinity of the several books of the Old Testa- 
ment. I can only point. out traces of the gradual formation of the Canon, 
what books must have been received into it before the Captivity, and so, 
how little remained to be done after the return from it. The harmony 
of the account throughout involves an antecedent probability, that the 
Canon was closed, as Josephus states it to have been, while there were yet 
persons living, who had a recognized Divine authority to receive books 
into it. 

The wildest criticism does not now doubt that the whole Pentateuch 
was before the Captivity. The objections which have lately been raised 
against it are but like the chaff of the summer-threshing floors. They are 
but the arguments of persons, who wish to be deceived and so are 
deceived. But although, had their charges been true, the Old Testament 
would have been as Satanic as it is Divine, they concede all which is 
needed for this argument. I will then here state, i) The indications, in 
the Old Testament itself, that a Canon was formed and enlarged ; ii) what 
books were manifestly of recognized authority before the Captivity. 

i) The close of the Pentateuch contains a solemn account, with what 
earnest protest Moses, when ready to depart, delivered the law to the priests, 
the Levites, and all the elders of the people, to be read publicly at the Feast’ 
of Tabernacles in the 7th year, the year of release!, when hearts would 
be gladliest. Beside this public gift and public use, Moses gave a copy 
of it to be laid up by the side of the ark. * Moses commanded the Levites 
who bare the ark of the covenant of the Lord, saying, Take this book of the law, 
and place it at the side of the ark of the covenant of the Lord your God, and it 
shall be a witness against you. It was deposited there, not as a mere place 
of safety, but close by the place of the typical atonement for sin, the Ark 
of the covenant, as the protest against their national breach of that cove- 
nant by idolatry. There was yet further the provision, that the king, 
when he should come to the throne, should *write for himself the copy of 
this law in a book, from that which is before the priests the Levites, and it shall 
be with him, and he shall read therein all the days of his life. This book, it is 
plain from the Pentateuch itself, was not a section only of it, since the 
word, the book, is used in the larger sense in the Pentateuch itself. In 
regard to Amalek, Moses is commanded; “‘ write this for a memorial in 
the book and rehearse it in the ears of Joshua.” Moses “*®took the book 
of the covenant, and read in the audience of the people.” The curse is 
threatened to Israel, “®if thou wilt not observe to do all the words of this 
law that are written in this book.” To this book Joshua added. Without 
entering into the details, how much he added, the fact of his so adding is 


1 Deut. xxxi. 10, 11. 2 Tb, 25, 6. “according to all the curses of the covenant 
3]b. xvii.18. *Ex. xvii14. 5 Ex. xxiv. 7. that are written in this book of the law;” 27, 
6 Deut. xxviii. 58. add 61, “every plague not “to bring upon it [the land] all the curses 


written in the book of this law;” xxix.21, written in this book.” 
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stated clearly at the close of his book:, “Joshua wrote these words in the 
book of the law of the Lord.” The very form, in which Joshua and the 
other historical books (except the Chronicles) begin, And it was, shews that 
the writers intended to join them on to previous books*. A Hebrew 
writer would not use the form, any more than we should, uniess he intended 
by it to join on his book to a previous whole. In the book of Chronicles, 
which is a whole by itself, Ezra does not use it; nor does Daniel. 

Samuel again, when he had “*told the people the law of the kingdom, 
wrote it in the book and laid it up before the Lord;” on the same ground on 
which Moses had so laid up the law, as a memorial against its infraction. 

So also as to the books of the prophets. Isaiah bids his people, *Search 
ye out of the book of the Lord and read; using the corresponding word to 
that which our Lord used, *Search the Scriptures. Isaiah appeals here, as 
elsewhere §, to the evident fulfillment of prophecy. But he speaks of it as 
a whole, as one book of the Lord, of which his own should form a part, in 
which they who should search should find, in which God’s word and the 
coming events which he foretold were accurately paired, one with the 
other. No one of these [predicted things] shall fail, none shall want her mate. 
Even an opponent has owned this, in his heathenish language’. 

The use of the law by the prophets, and of the earlier prophets by those 
who succeeded them, implies the same thing. It has been pointed out, 
how prophets of Israel, Hosea and Amos, appeal to or presuppose the law 
‘of Moses, as well known in the schismatic kingdom of Israel®, and so, how 
certain it is, that the law, as contained in the Pentateuch, was an existing 
authority, which Jeroboam could not shake off, but had to adapt his cor- 
ruption of religion, as well as he could, to it. It has been pointed out too, 
how the citations of each earlier prophet by those who came after, presup- 
pose that those former books were of recognized authority. Amos, when 
he opens and almost closes his prophecy with words of Joel®, or applies 
more extensively those of Hosea”, intends manifestly to carry on a message, 
already recognized as Divine. So also Obadiah, when he uses words of the 
prophecies of Balaam, Joel, Amos, and a Psalm". Micah alludes emphat- 
ically to those parting words of his great predecessor in the book of Kings”, 
to expressions of the Psalms and Proverbs”, to Joshua, to David’s elegy 
over Saul and Jonathan, as well as to the Pentateuch ; Habakkuk, Zeph- 
aniah, Ezekiel, employ words or thoughts of his. Jonah, by adopting the 
form And, joins on his prophetic history to the sacred histories before him, 
and blends his mission to the heathen with the history of the people of God. 


1 Josh. xxiv. 26, judge hereafter as to the correctness of his 


2See on Jonah i. 1. p. 395. 31 Sam. x. 25. 

41s. xxxiv. 16. 190 Opp swt. 

58. John vy. 39. epevvare ras ypadas. 

6 xlii. 9. (coll. xli. 21-23.) xliii. 9-12, xliv. 7, 
8, xlv. 19, 21, xlvi. 8-11, xlviii. 3-8, 14-16. 

7“The poet seems to think of the insertion 
of his Oracle in a collection of Oracles and 
sacred writings, from which posterity could 


prophecy.” Gesen. on Is. xxxiy. 16, i. p. 921. 
8 Hengstenberg, Auth. d. Pent. i. 48-125. 
®See on Joel, pp. 143-5.0n Amos, p. 233. 

10 See on Amos, p, 232. 
11 See on Obadiah, pp. 347-9. 
12 See on Micah, p. 6, 7. Hengstenb. Christo). 

1. 475. 
13See at length in Caspari Micha: and oa 

Micah, p. 13, 14, &e. 
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Nahum, in the opening of his prophecy against Nineveh, manifestly 
refers to Jonah’s appeal to God in regard to it. For Nahum had to exhibit 
the stricter side of God’s dealings as to that same city. God had said in 
Jonah, how He forgave on repentance; Nahum opens his book by saying 
in that self-same form of words, that He was indeed long-suffering, but 
would not finally spare the guilty. Nahum and Zephaniah use language 
of Isaiah'; Zephaniah uses that of Habakkuk, as also of Joel, Amos, 
Micah ; Habakkuk’s hymn shews one well-acquainted with the Psalms. 
Whom does not Jeremiah employ ? 

The appeal in his day to the great prophecy of the destruction of 
Jerusalem in Micah?, in its own words, shews that the book must have 
been in public use. 

Even before the captivity God by Ezekiel speaks of the prophets before 
him as one whole. * Thus saith the Lord God; Art thou [Gog] he of whom 
I have spoken in old time by My servants, the prophets of Israel, which pro- 
phesied in those days many years, that I would bring thee against them ? 

When then Daniel, studying Jeremiah’s prophecy of the 70 years of the 
Captivity, says, I understood by the books*, i.e. the biblia, scriptures, the 
number of the years, which the word of God was to Jeremiah the prophet, to 
fulfill as to the desolations of Jerusalem, seventy years, this exactly expresses 
what we see from the writings of the prophets before the captivity to have 
been the fact, that the books of the prophets were collected together. 

The captivity set God’s seal on the true prophets of God over against 
the false prophets, and gained a reverence for them among those also 
of the people who had derided and persecuted or slain them before. 
The former prophets® is a standing expression for the prophets before the 
Captivity. 

The historical books were, at all times, an essential part of the teaching 
of Israel. They were a mirror in which God exhibited to them in act, in 
their own history, what in the law He had taught them in word, the fruits 
of obedience and disobedience to Himself. Much as the several series of 
histories vary in their character, this line runs through them and holds them 
in one, as, outwardly too, they are joined on together. Their difference 
of character marks their independence; the unity of design marks one 
guiding principle. 

On ground of language the book of Joshua must have been very early; 
for its language has so much in common with the Pentateuch, although 
the Pentateuch has marks of greater antiquity, having archaisms, which 
the book of Joshua has not, and not having language which the book of 


1See Introduction to those Prophets. 

2See on Micah, pp. 8, 9. 

3 Ezek. xxxviii. 17. 4ix. 2. 

5“Be ye not as your fathers, unto whom 
the former prophets have cried, saying, Thus 
saith the Lord of hosts, Turn ye now from 
your evil ways—Your fathers, where are 
they? and the prophets do they live forever? 
But My words and My statutes which I com- 


manded My servants the prophets, did they 
not take hold of your fathers?” Zech. i, 4-6. 
“Should ye not hear the words which the 
Lord hath eried by the former prophets, 
when Jerusalem was inhabited and in pros- 
perity?” vii. 7. “lest they should hear the 
law, and the words which the Lord of Hosts 
hath sent by His Spirit by the former pro- 
phets.” yii. 12. 
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Joshua has?, On historical grounds? the books of Joshua and Judges 
must have been written before the time of David, the Judges probably by 
Samuel ®. : 

The two books of Samuel were completed probably soon after the death 
of David. They are far separated from the books of the Kings by the 
language, as well as by the style of the narrative. You must all have felt 
the difference between the full, almost biographical, character of the books 
of Samuel, and the brief extracts in the Kings from the fuller histories of 
the kings of Israel and Judah. The books of Samuel too contain no 
quotation of any written book, except the book of Jashar, and that in 
common with the book of Joshua‘. The books of Kings, with a few 
very characteristic exceptions®, close the reigns of the kings, both of Israel 
and Judah, with the reference to the larger chronicles of the respective 


1“The book of Joshua 1) has not the Archa- 
isms which pervade all the five books of 
Moses equally, and, 2) notwithstanding great 
agreement of language with the Pentateuch, 
resulting from the common subject, yet it 
had distinet expressions and forms, varying 
from and unknown to the Pentateuch.” Keil, 
Einl. 2 42. p. 166. Of archaic forms of the 
Pentateuch, unknown to Joshua, Keil counts 
about 18; words and idioms, about 47; (Einl. 
215. 2. pp. 40-2.) of new idioms or forms he 
also counts 18, (Hinl. 2 42. 4. p. 166. 2 16. 1. 
p. 46.) 

2 Keil (Hinl. 3 44. p. 172.) has these argu- 
ments; 1) The Jebusites were not then driven 
out of Jerusalem (xy. 63.) which David did 
in the 8th year of his reign. (2 Sam. y. 5-9.) 
2)“The place which God should choose;” 
He had not yet chosen, (Josh. ix. 27,) as it 
was chosen under David. (2 Sam. xxiv. 18 
sqq.1 Chr. xxi. 18sqq. xxii.1.) 3) The Gibeon- 
ites were still “ hewers of wood and drawers 
of water for the congregation and the altar” 
(Ib.); whereas Saul slew them as enemies of 
Israel and Judah (2 Sam. xxi. 2.) and (it 
foliows) dispersed whom he did not slay. 
4) “Great Zidon,” (xi. 8, xix. 28.) not Tyre, 
was still the chief city of Phoenicia. 5) 
“The Sidonians” were still a people to be ex- 
pelled (xiii. 4-6.); whereas in David’s time 
they were friendly, (2 Sam. y. 11, 1 Kgs, 
v. 1-12, 1 Chr. xiv. 1.) and brothers. (See on 
Am.i.9.) Later times than Solomon’s are 
excluded by the fact, that the Canaanites 
were dwelling at Gezer, (xvi. 10.) whereas 
Pharaoh drove them out and gave the city, 
asa dowry for his daughter. (1 Kgs. ix. 16.) 
Keil added (Comm. Hinl. p. xxxy.) 6) Psalm 
i, (which I also doubt not to have been a 
Psalm of David,) embodies God’s command 
to Joshua in His own words; =})) bh] nam 


YD) Jos. i. 8. 9") ODN MyM INN, 


Ps. i. 2. Kénig adds, 7) that it was probably 
written, before the shortlived conquest of 
Gaza, Ashkelon, Ekron. Judg. i. 18. comp. 
Josh. xiii. 3. Since the writer speaks in the 
first person, (“until we were passed over,” y. 1 
“the Lord sware that He would not shew 
them the land, which the Lord sware unto 
their fathers that He would give us, vy. 6.) it 
is most probable that the book was written 
by Joshua; which was the Jewish tradition. 
Baba bathra, f. 14. 2. 

8The book of Judges also, which is so 
manifestly one whole, was written before 
David had driven the Jebusites from Jeru- 
salem. (i. 21.) It speaks of a forty-years’ sub- 
jection to the Philistines from the days of 
Samson, and so must have been written, 
after the victory under Samuel had inter- 
rupted that subjection. (1 Sam. vii. 3-13.) 
The repeated contrast of the state in those 
days with a more ordered state under a king 
(xvii. 6, xviii. 1, xix. 1, xxi. 25,) makes it 
probable that it was written after the time of 
Saul. “ Until the day of the captivity of the 
land,” xviii. 30, evidently marks the same 
period as, “all the time that the house of 
God was in Shiloh.” Ib. 31. But thisended in 
that battle, in which the ark of God was 
brought from Shiloh, and taken. 1 Sam. iy. 
3-11. It went back, not to Shiloh, but to Kir- 
jath Jearim. (1 Sam. vii. 2.) There is no 
reason to question the Jewish tradition, that 
the book was written by Samuel. Baba Bathra, 
f. 14,2, 15.1. 

42 Sam. i. 18, Josh. x.13. Both are poetry. 

5The exceptions are, Jehoram king of 
Israel and Ahaziah king of Judah, slain by 
Jehu; Athaliah, the usurping Queen, who 
was slain; Hoshea, the last king of Israel; 
Jehoahaz, removed after a 3 months’ reign 
(2 Kgs, xxiii. 31-34.) ; Jehoiachin, removed in 
like way (Ib. xxiv. 8, 12.); and Zedekiah, the 
last king of Judah. 
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kingdoms. And this is the more remarkable, since the books of Samuel 
must be founded on the words of Samuel, Nathan and Gad}, in which the 
acts of David were written. In language also the books of Samuel are 
wholly free from Chaldaisms, and from later language generally. The 
statement, ? Ziklag belongeth to the kings of Judah to this day, may refer to a 
time when there were kings of Israel also. It is not indeed necessary, 
since it seems to be stated that it was a crown-property, and, whereas it 
originally fell to Judah *, then was given to Simeon‘, now it came back to 
Judah in its kings. There are no other marks of time, and the absence of 
allusion to any later event fixes the books of Samuel probably, at latest, in 
the early part of the divided kingdoms®. 

The book of Ruth contains no marks of its date. It is most likely to 
have been written, when the memory was most fresh. The only custom 
which is related, that of giving the shoe in witness of a covenant®, belongs 
to a very simple time, and may well have fallen into desuetude soon after 
Dayid’s time. The language has this remarkable characteristic, that the 
forms, which look like Chaldaisms, occur in conversation, and so represent 
the language of peasant life; the narrative Hebrew being good. The 
history itself took place a century before David. The right of kindred in 
redeeming the land’ is a Levitical law®; the custom, that such redemption 
in the case of a childless widow involved marriage with her®, is something 
beyond, not against, the Levitical law; for the deceased had no brothers 
left. 

The books of Kings close with the life of Jehoiachin, whom Evilmero- 
dach, in his first year, took out of prison in the 37th year of his captivity !. 
He was then in his 55th year™. It seems probable that he died within the 
2 years of the reign of Evilmerodach, since it is said that the king, i.e. 
Eyilmerodach, gave him a daily allowance all the days of his life. The 
kings of Judah had become a shortlived race. In this case, the last event 
in the book falls about B. C. 559, the restoration of Jehoiachin being, as an 


® Ruth iv. 5. 102 Kgs. xxv. 27. 

11 He was 18 at his accession. (2 Kings xxiy. 
8.) “Hight,” in 2 Chron. xxxvi. 9, must be an 
error of a copyist. For he was old enough 


11 Chr. xxix. 29. 2] Sam. xxvii. 6. 

3 Josh. xv. 31. 4Ib. xix. 5. 

5The explanation 1 Sam. ix. 9, as to the 
office of the Roeh having passed to the Wabi, 


requires no later date than the full establish- 
ment of the Nebiim, “ prophets,” by Samuel. 
The dress of the king’s daughters (2 Sam. 
xiii. 18.) might very possibly be changed in 
the days of Solomon. We could speak of the 
“long dresses” of 20 years ago. The cases, 
in which customs or things are said to have 
lasted unto this day, do not require any long 
period. They are, 1 Sam. y. 5, Dagon’s 
priests not treading on his threshold; vi. 18, 
the great stone in the field of Joshua, the 
Bethshemite; xxx. 25, David’s rule about 
the equal division of spoils; 2 Sam. iy. 3, the 
sojourning of the Beerothites at Gittaim ; vi. 
8, the name, Perez-Uzzah ; xviii. 18, the name, 
Absalom’s place. 


iv. 7. Tiy. 3, 4, 8 Ley. xxv. 25. 


to do deeds of oppression, if not of blood. 
(Ezek. xix. 6, 7.) The long imprisonment 
too implies more of wilful rebellion against 
the king of Babylon, than an 8-year-old child 
is capable of. 

12 Manasseh alone reached 67. (2 Kings xxi. 
1.) Jotham died at 41 (Ib. xv. 33.); Ahaz at 
36 (Ib. xvi. 2.); Hezekiah’s life was prolonged, 
but only to 54 (Ib. xviii. 2.); Jehoiakim died 
at 36. (Ib. xxiii. 36.) (Amon and Josiah do not 
come into account here, having been slain, 
Amon at 24, Ib. xxi. 19; Josiah at 39, Ib. xxii. 1.) 
Of the uncles of Jehoiachin, Jehoahaz was 
dead in Egypt, (Ib. xxiii. 34.) and Zedekiah, 
who was 38 years older than himself, (Ib. xxiv. 
18.) was doubtless already dead, since he is 
not mentioned. 
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act of kindness, a mitigation of their captivity, 22 years before its close. 
Since the book does not allude to that close, there is no doubt that it was 
completed before. The manner and language of the books fall in with the 
Talmudic tradition, that the books of Kings were written by Jeremiah’. 
The Hebrew of the books of Kings is indeed purer than that of Jeremiah, 
hardly any instance of what are alleged as Aramaisms occurring in the 
narrative”. But this, probably, results from the careful embodying of the 
original documents, so regularly referred to, which accounts for some 
variations in the language also. The carefulness of that embodying is 
shewn in the retention of the words “unto this day?,” as to things which, 
at the time of the completion of the whole, had ceased to be; and in the 
dates, in that the age of the kings of Israel at their accession is not 
mentioned, nor that of Abijam or Asa before Jehoshaphat, whereas it is 
not omitted as to any king of Judah after Jehoshaphat. Still there is a 
certain agreement of style between Jeremiah and the books of Kings, and 
even verbal agreement has been noticed where the writer of the books of 
Kings writes most reflectively*. The insertion of the history of the 
captivities of Judah at the end of Jeremiah® is unaccountable, except on 
the ground that it was Jeremiah’s; and yet the corresponding statement in 
the book of Kings® is not a mere abridgment of it, and so is, probably, 
from the prophet’. 

This however, was but the completion of what, in substance, existed long 
before. The basis of the present books was, from the time of Samuel, 
furnished by contemporary prophets. The history of David was written 
by three, Samuel, Nathan, Gad*; that of Solomon by Nathan, Ahijah, 
Ye'’di®; Rehoboam’s by Shemaiah and Iddo™; his son Abijah’s by Iddo”; 
Jehoshaphat’s by Jehu son of Hanani™; Uzziah’s and Hezekiah’s by 
Isaiah * ; Manasseh’s by Chosai'*. These, it is clear, were incorporated in 


1 Baba bathra f. 15. 1. 

2955, 2 Kings iv. 2. 93°)9, °Dw3, Ib. 7. 
oN, 1 Kgs. xiv. 2, 2 Kgs. iv. 16, 23, vili- 1. are, 
of course, in conversation: but so also is DIN 
for .& with the affixes ONIN 2 Kegs. vi. 16. 
YIN Ib. iii. 11, 12, viii. 8.and thence perhaps, 
(though an angel is speaking,) Ib. i.15. So 
is NAW Ib. v.18, and (if this were 
modern) wdbwin 2 Kgs. vi. 11. (buton wy see on 
Jonah pp. 375, 6. Thereremain only "ap, 2 


Kgs. xy. 10. and the two words ending in tr 
1 Kgs. xi. 33, 2 Kgs. xi. 13, (the one a proper 
name, the other, the name of an office, 
NITY, Ps): 30 (2 Kgs. viii. 21,) is prob- 
ably an error of MSS. 

3 Of the position of the staves of the ark in 
the temple, 1 Kgs. viii. 8; Solomon’s levying 
a tribute of bondservice of the Amorites &c., 
Tb. ix, 21; the rebellion of Israel against the 
house of David, xii. 19; of Edom from under 
the hand of Judah, 2 Kgs. viii. 22; the dis- 
grace of the house of Baal, 2 Kgs. x. 27. The 


name of Joktheel (2 Kgs. xiv. 7.) and the 
dwelling of the Syrians of Elath (xvi. 6.) 
which are mentioned with the same formula, 
are not necessarily so limited; but still the 
formula is probably retained out of the old 
document. 

#“comp. 2 Kgs. xvii. 14, and Jer. vii. 26; 
Xvii. 15, and Jer. ii. 5; xvii. 20, and Jer. vii. 
15.” Hiv. Einl. ii. 1.p.171. Hav. also dwells 
on the correspondence of Jer. xxxix. with 2 
Kgs. xxy.; and the way in which both allude 
to God’s promise to the house of David, His 
ehoice of Jerusalem, and the special em- 
ployment of the language of the Pentateuch 
in both, pp. 171, 2. 


5 ch. lil. 62 Kgs. xxiv, 18-20, xxv. 
7 Hav. pp. 172-4. 81 Chr. xxix. 29. 
92 Chr. ix. 29. 10 Tb. xii. 15, 


Ib, xiii. 22. 

WIb. xxvi. 22, xxxii. 32. 

Mb, xxxiii. 19. 117 “Seer of the Lord.” 
The name is according to the analogy of 
many other Proper names; there is then no 


Tb. xx. 34. 
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the book of the Chronicles of the kings of Israel and Judah, so often 
referred to in the books of Kings. 

The books of Kings haying been completed in their present form before 
the close of the Captivity, then, on this ground alone, it is clear that the 
previous books must have been written from the pre-existing prophetic 
materials before that time. 

So as to the third division. The Psalms, being intended for devotional use 
in the Temple, must have been early collected. They were needed for 
that vast elaborate system of instrumental and vocal music which David 
instituted, setting apart 4000 Levites ! to praise the Lord with the instruments 
which I made, said David, to praise therewith. The office of those set over 
them, was to ? prophesy with harps, to give thanks and to praise the Lord. 
The two first collections or books of the Psalms, 1-41, 42-72, contain only 
7 anonymous Psalms. The first is entirely ascribed to David, except four 
anonymous Psalms’, three of which are certainly, the fourth probably, his‘; 


reason to assume a rare and doubtful plural partially alphabetic Psalm. In Ps. ix. the 


ending, with Kim. The Vulg. and Ch. keep 
it as an appellative. 

11 Chr. xxiii. 5. 

2 Peri. di, xX. XX xiii. 

4 Ps, ii. is quoted by the collected Apostles 
(Acts iv. 25,) as David’s, not as a name for the 
Psalter generally, but specifically, “ Who by 
the mouth of Thy servant David hast said.” 
It corresponds also with Ps. ex. which our 
Lord Himself quotes as David’s in a convic- 
tion of the Jews, which turns upon the 
Psalm’s being David’s. But Ps. i.is distinctly 
written as a pair with Ps. ii. as well as an 
introduction to the whole Psalter. The 
Blessed, with which it begins, corresponds 
with the Blessed with which Ps. ii. closes; the 
end of Ps. i. the way of the ungodly shall perish, 
SaNnA fa) pw 7 bears on, and ye perish 
as to the way, yw TAN), the close of Ps. 
ii. They correspond too in subject. Each 
exhibits the 2 classes into which the world 
is divided, those who accept and those who 
reject God, in their way and in their end. 
Ps. i. describes them in relation to the Law 
of God, the one studying and delighting in 
it, the other, in practice and in words, scorn- 
ing and scofting at it. (i. 1.) Ps. ii. exhibits 
them in relation to Christ, the one in con- 
eerted rebellion against Him, the other trust- 
ing in Him; the one, His inheritance to the 
ends of the earth and blessed; the other, per- 
ishing. One cannot doubt the unity of the 
author in the unity of thought. 

Ps. x. is so closely connected with Ps. ix. 
which is ascribed to Dayid, that the only 
question has been, whether it is altogether 
one Psalm with it. It is connected with itin 
outward form, in that both together form a 


2 Tb. xxv. 1, 2, 3. 


alternate verses, 2, 4, 6, 10, 12, 14,16, 18, begin, 
in the order of the alphabet, with eight of 
the first eleven letters of the alphabet, %, °, 
8, 3, 3,1, 7, 7, to which a ninth is to be 
added, if p> y. 20, is used to replace 5; in 
which case two only, 4, 9, would be omitted. 
Ps. x. has verses beginning with 5 out of the 
remaining eleven. Both Psalms also have 
verses where the alphabetic arrangement is 
broken. The xth, omitting 6 letters, between 
the ) with which it begins and the four last 
letters (p> \, Ww, Fi, v. 12, 14, 15, 17,) with 
which it closes, has 3 tetrastichs, (i. e. 2 verses 
divided in the middle,) 3, 4; 6,7; 10,11; and 
3 tristichs (verses divided into 3) 5, 8, 9, cor- 
responding to the number of the omitted 
letters, 19, }, D, Y, D, ¥, and so in a degree 
marking the omission. The omission in Ps. 
ix. is also marked by four yerses, succes- 
sively beginning with )}, of which one only 
belongs to the alphabetic order. Their sub- 
ject is the same, the overthrow of the un- 
godly, who forget (Ps.ix.19) and despise God, 
and oppress the humble and afflicted, (Vt ix. 
10, x. 18; else only Ps. Ixxiy. 21) who trust in 
Him. There is a connection too in their lan- 
guage as especially in the remarkable phrase, 
Mm7¥3 miny), which occurs only in these 
two "Psalms, and which in Ps. x. manifestly 
refers to Ps. ix. In Ps. ix. 10 he says, “The 
Lord will be a refuge at needful times in the 
trouble.” Ps. x. 1. asks, “ Why hidest Thou 
Thyself at needful times in the trouble?” Both 
end in the same way, the prayer against the 
prevailing of weak man (WIN) against God, 
(ix. 20, x. 18.) and with the judgment of the 
heathen, D1) Dw? ix. 20. OV] TIN x. 
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the 2d contains, in addition to his!, only a kindred Psalm of Asaph 
the seer? and Psalms of the choir which he instituted, “the sons of 
Korah’,” one of Solomon’s‘, and three anonymous®. To this second 
book is subjoined the remarkable subscription, “The Psalms of David, 
the son of Jesse, are ended; ” and thereon follow two books, the 3d.and 
4th, each of 17 Psalms, of which the 3d, i.e. Ps. 73-89, contains one 
Psalm ascribed to David; the fourth, i. e. Ps. 90-106, two only. The 
subscription of the Psalms of the second book seems to have a bearing 
on the two following books, separating off those books which had most 
of David’s Psalms, in contrast with those which had fewest. The third 
book is, moreover, with the exception of the one Psalm of David ®, com- 
posed of Psalms attributed to the sons of Korah’, and Asaph*, which 
it completes, one Psalm being apparently left uncertain, with a double 
traditional title, those, who affixed those titles, being unable to decide 
between them and honestly admitting their inability®, The 88th Psalm, 
which is ascribed in the second title to David’s seer, Heman”, stands 
by itself also, as the Psalm expressive of the deepest woe in the whole 
Psalter, the only Psalm which ends i unmitigated woe. The 89th also, 
alone ascribed to its author, Ethan", is again characteristic, in its length- 


a 


16. JT) DIM VAY) 18. Both have the appeal, 
my np ix. 20, x. 12. Both Psalms are 


complete in themselves, and yet are, in 
structure, essentially different. Ps. ix.is a 
Psalm of thanksgiving for God’s judgments, 
as past, and has only two brief prayers, v. 13, 
19, 20. Ps. x. describes the wicked in the 
period of his prosperity, when he thinks that 
all things are given into his hands, and 
briefly concludes with the judgment. In Ps. 
ix. the Psalmist thanks chiefly in his own 
name, “I will praise thee, &.” (ix. 1, 2, 3, 4, 
13, 14,) In Ps. x. the prayer expressed or 
implied, and the thanksgiving, are for a class, 
“the poor,” &c. in the 8d person. (x. 2, 8, 9, 
10, 12, 14, 17, 18.) In like way, Ps. ix. 13, 19. 
declares that God does not “ forget (nDw) the 
poor;” Ps. x. 12. prays that He wild not, in 
contrast with the boast of the ungodly that 
He “has forgotten,” x. 11. Ps. ix. speaks of 
itas an attribute of God, that He “maketh 
inquisition for blood,” hela) ws; the turn- 
ing-point of Ps. x. is the boast of the ungodly, 
that God does not inquire wT ba x 4. 
WIN NY x. 13. 

Ps. xxxiii. begins where Ps. xxxii. ended. 
Ps. xxxii, closes with the exhortation, “re- 
joice in the Lord, ye righteous, and jubilate, 
all ye upright in heart;” Ps. xxxiii. takes 
up the key in words too used in Ps. xxxii. 
“Jubilate, ye righteous, in the Lord,” and 
then follows the wonderful jubilee of praise 
for the marvels of His creation and of His 
Providence, how full the earth is of His ten- 


der mercy; and the whole Psalm has only 
one brief prayer at the end, making, as it 
were, all this universal love their own. The 
Psalm appears then to have been written, as 
a sequel to Ps. xxxii. Its beginning connects 
it with a Psalm of Dayid’s; there is a pre- 
sumption that it is David’s, from its being 
placed in this first book of Psalms; there is 
nothing against its being his. Even Htipfeld 
(Ps. T. iv. p. 458.) thinks it probable that the 
alias was once there, and fell out subse- 
quently. 

1li-lxy, Ixviii-lxx. 2Ps. 1. 

3 Ps, xlii. (to which Ps. xlii. is manifestly a 
sequel) xliv-xlix. 

#Ps,. Ixxii. 

5Ps, Ixvi. Ixvii. Ixxi. Hupfeld says, “ Per- 
haps the title, m9 has only dropped out. 
It is exstant in Ixvi. Lxvii. in some MSS.” 
Ps, T. iv. p. 459. 

6 Ps, Ixxxvi. 

TPs. Ixxxiv. Ixxxv. ]xxxvii. 

8 Ps, Ixxili-lx xxiii. 

°TIn itself the mention of Heman the Ezra- 
hite might, (however insulated the case,) fix 
the individual among the sons of Korah who 
composed the Psalm. But the completeness 


of each title, np 9335 ab ialia) yw and 


NINA OTD YW makes me think it 
probable that they are two titles. 
101 Chr. xxv. 5, 6,add Ib. vi. 33. Eng. 18. Heb. 
UT think (with A. C. H. in Smith, Bibl. 
Dict. i. 939) that Ethan is probably the same 
person as Jeduthun. (“ comp. 1 Chr. xy. 17, 
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ened, unwavering, confession to God of His faithfulness, and the unper- 
plexed simple pleading of the apparent contrast of the actual state of 
things with that promise. The 4th book, on the contrary, is made up wholly 
of anonymous Psalms, except that of Moses which stands at the head, and 
the two of David’. And then again, in the last large book, i.e. Ps. 107- 
150, we have what seem to be gleanings of 15 of David’s Psalms?, whence- 
soever they were gathered, among that larger mass of anonymous Psalms, 
no other human author being named, except Solomon’. 

The large proportion of Psalms left anonymous is a proof of the con- 
scientiousness of the collector in not adding doubtful names. Nay, we 
know that some Psalms were David’s, which do not bear his name, since 
Ezra, probably, relates that, when David brought the ark to Jerusalem he 
‘on that first day gave into the hands of Asaph and his brethren, to thank the 
Lord, a Psalm, whose two component parts in the Psalter *, bear no name. 
On this ground too then, it is apparent that these Psalms were inserted in 
the third book of the Psalter, before the time of Ezra, and, if so, before the 
Captivity. For had Ezra inserted them, he would have entitled them 
Psalms of David, as he does in effect in the Chronicles. The Psalm ends 
also with a prayer and doxology, with which Psalm evi. is now closed ®; a 
Psalm which stands in the Psalter as a pair with Ps. cv, rehearsing exclu- 
sively the mercies of God to Israel; while Ps. evi sets forth the ingratitude 
of Israel for those mercies. The prayer and the doxology form no inte- 
gral part of Ps. cvi, the doxology closing the Psalm, like our Gloria Patri, 
and, with it, that book of the Psalms. 

But the character also of the Psalms in the several books gives evidence 
of the gradual formation of the Psalter. In the first of the three books 
there is no one Psalm, of any later date than David. The second, in the 
main, ends with Solomon; only that, among the Psalms of the sons of 
Korah, two are inserted, which seem to correspond best to the time of 
Jehoshaphat or Hezekiah’. In the 3d book, there is one Psalm relating 
to Jehoshaphat’s time®, one to Sennacherib’s overthrow ®; and two of 
Asaph”, referring to the destruction of Jerusalem, and the Captivity. 
But since this collection completed the Psalms of Asaph, it may be, that 
later Psalms of one of the choir of Asaph may have been inserted in the 
collection. In the great festival of Hezekiah, at the restoration of the 
worship which Ahaz had suspended", he” and the princes commanded the 
Levites to sing praise unto the Lord in the words of David and of Asaph the 
Seer. It may be that he collected a book of Psalms, as his men”, we know, 
collected Proverbs. 

Yet the fourth book also, which opens with a Psalm of Moses ™, contains 


19. with xvi. 41, 42, xxv. 1,3, 6,2 Chr. xxxv. 5 Ps. cy. 1-15, xevi.1-13. Ps. evi. 47, 48. 
15.”) The name, “ Jeduthun,” “ great praise,” 7Ps. xlvi. xlviii, as describing a great 
may have been formed by David. gathering and raging of enemies and their 
1 Ps. ci. ciii. instantaneous dispersion ; xlvi. 6, xlviil. 4, 5. 
2Ps. evili-ex. exxii. cxxiv. cxxxi. cxxxiii. 8 Ps. 1xxxiii. 9 Ps, Ixxvi 
exxxviii-cxlv. 10 Ps, Ixxiv. Ixxix. 112 Chr. xxviii. 24. 


8 Ps. exxvii. 41 Chr. xvi. 7. Wb. xxix. 30. 1Proy.xxv.1l. 14Ps. xe. 
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only one Psalm}, belonging to the Captivity. In the 5th and last book 
there are, for the first time, thanksgivings for the restoration from the 
great captivity. The reference to idolatry also, as foreign and heathen, 
probably belongs to times when their own national idolatry had ceased’. 
Some of the gradual Psalms suit well to the habitual low estate of the 
returned exiles 4, beset by the enemies who hindered the rebuilding of the 
temple; one Psalm at least seems to belong to its dedication®. The 
exixth Psalm, every verse of which, save one, has one of the ten words, 
denoting the law®, and every verse of which, after the introduction, is 
directed to God, suits no one so well as the pious restorer of the law, Ezra. 
The five Halleluia Psalms, with which the book closes in one varied 
thanksgiving, all mourning done away and even prayer for the time 
absorbed in praise’, suits no time so well as the completed restoration 
under Nehemiah, when the Lord built wp Jerusalem and strengthened the 
bars of her gates. 

These facts, that the Psalms were gradually collected; that their earlier 
portions were the oldest; that the latest belong to the times shortly after 
the Captivity; and that there are no Maccabee Psalms; have impressed 
critics, whose interest it was to maintain their later date, in order to estab- 
lish the late closing of the Canon. 

I will give the summary of one of this school; ‘“‘* All the later Psalms, 
which admit of or require an historical explanation, can be perfectly 
explained out of the history of Israel down to Nehemiah, and can only be 
explained out of it. A reference to later relations does not hold good, 
even as matter of interpretation.” The Psalms most plausibly, as he 
thinks, alleged®, “are all Psalms of penitence or complaint to God; in 
all, the congregation, in its strait, calls on its God for help. Throughout, 
those who so pray speak of themselves, as the congregation, the whole of 
it. There is not the faintest hint of a division of the people into two por- 
tions, contending against each other with extremest embitterment, which 
division is acknowledged to have lasted during the whole of the Maccabee 
wars. No one hint is there of the foreign enemy of the Maecabee com- 
batants, Greek heathenism, and the Syrians”. The main points at issue 
then, the being or not-being of the true religion, abolition of the worship 
of God, prohibition of the keeping of the sabbaths and festivals, annihila- 
tion of the book of the law and of the other holy books, eating of unclean 
food, sacrificing to heathen gods, acceptance of the Greek religion, martyr- 


1Ps, cii. 

2Ps. evil. cxxvi. perhaps Ps. exxix. and 
exxxvi. 3 Ps. Cxv. CXXXV. 

4Ps, exx. (alluding probably to the calum- 


MIN, VI, NITY, J. WSvD, another 
reading, DJ¥.”) Delitzsch, Psalmen, ii. 187. 
note. . 

7 Hengst. Delitzseh. See Ewald, Poet. Bitch. 


nies mentioned in Ezra,) exxiii. exxv. exxvi. 
Cm CX. 5 Ps. exviii. 
6“In every verse,” is the observation of 
the Masora on y. 122, “except the 122d, oc- 
curs one of the ten words, (pointing to the 
x fundamental commandments of the Law 


of Sinai, WPD, AID, AA, ph, 739%, 


1.188 sqq. 

§Dillmann,.tib. d. Bildung d. Sammlung d. 
heil. Schr, d. A. T, in Dorner, Jahrb. d. 
Deutsch. Theol. iii. 460-462. 

9 Ps. xliv. Lx. xxiv. lxxix. lxxx. Ixxxiii. 

10 Dillmann adas, “ which the book of Daniel 
describes clearly enough.” 
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dom of so many of the godly, are no where even alluded to, (for even the 
words Ps. xliv. 23, Ixxiv. 9. are far too weak for this.) The expressions, 
Thine enemies, O God; the enemy blasphemeth the name of God; arise, O 
God, plead Thine own cause; and the like, are far from establishing that 
those wars were properly religious wars; else many other passages of the 
Psalms and of the rest of the Old Testament must be referred to the Syrian 
religious war. Then too we read nothing of appeals to victories already 
won by them over these adversaries, which could not fail in hymns of 
Maccabee warriors: on the contrary, Ps. xliv. 2-9. refers back to God’s 
deliverances in old times, as the ground of the fresh entreaty. Contra- 
riwise, most of these Psalms? contain clear references to the Captivity, 
lament over the still-continuing abandonment to the Heathen, or pray 
for fuller restoration out of banishment ;—prayers and laments, removed 
far enough from the Maccabee times. Others allude to the mockery and 
malicious joy of the neighboring people? at the ill-treatment of Israel 
through the peoples and kingdoms, just as it happened at the time of the 
destruction of Jerusalem by the Chaldzans*. Almost all exhibit the con- 
dition bewailed, as one which had long lasted; they entreat, that God 
would not be angry for ever, would now at the last help, would no longer 
behold with indifference the long-enduring misery*. What meaning 
could such expressions have in the period, to which the modern expositors 
would force these Psalms down?” 

The LXX translation of the Psalms is in itself a clear evidence, that the 
Psalter, together with its titles, existed long before it, for it misunder- 
stands many of the titles’; yet, of course, the translators of the Psalms 
would be among the best of their day, since the use of the Psalms entered 
into the congregational as well as the personal religious life of the Hebrew, 
as of ours. The translation, however, of the LX X. was made long before 
the Greek of the first book of the Maccabees, since Ps. 79. is quoted in 
that book by memory from the Greek translation ®, and so must have been 
already familiar to the Alexandrian Jews. Probably, the translation was 
completed before the Maccabee times. 

If completed before the Maccabee times, it is an evidence, of course, 
that the whole Psalter was then completed; if not, it would still be 
remarkable, that, ascribing four Psalms, in the Greek five, to Haggai and 
Zechariah’, they knew of no later author; whereas, had any Psalm in the 


1Ps. xliv. 12 sqq. 15. Ix. 3, xxix. 11, lxxx. 

2Ps. xliv. 14, xxix. 4 sqq. 12. 

3 Ezek. xxv, Jer. xlix. 7, Obadiah, Is. xxxiv. 
xiii, Ps. exxxvii. 

4See the expressions Ps. xliy. 24. lxxiy. 1, 
3, 10, 19, Ixxix. 5, 1xxx. 5. 

5 Ewald uses this argument, Poet. Bich. i. 
206, “ The translator of the LXX. followed, in 
the Psalter, a MS., which only in less import- 
ant things departs from the Masorethic text, 
yet, in the inscriptions, this latest part of the 
whole, [as Ewald thinks,] misunderstands 
much, or alters it on his own authority; 


19 


whence it follows that a considerable space 
must have elapsed between its date and that 
of the completion of the present book.” 

61 Mace. vii. 17. Sapkas dciwy cov kai aiwara 
avtav é&éxeav KUKAw ‘Iepovcadnp Kal ovK HY 
avrots 6 Oantwv. Ps. Ixxviii. 2, 3. LXX. ras 
adpkas Tov ociwy gov Tois Onpiows THS yis- 
*Eééxeay Td alsa advt@v ws Vdwp KvKAw ‘Tepov- 
TaAnM, Kal OVK HY 0 Oartwv. 

TPs. exlv-viii. [exlvi-viii. Heb. Eng.] They 
add also the name of Haggai and Zechariah 
to that of David before Ps. exxxvVii., paAmos 
7 Aavid ’Ayyaiov kai Zaxapiov, in the same 
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Canon been written in Maccabee times, it must have been written by a 
contemporary. 

The book of Proverbs also bears evidence of gradual collection. The 
statement prefixed to the third portion of it, that “1the men of Heze- 
kiah transcribed them,” is of course evidence, that the two former por- 
tions, which are identical in language, were formed into one whole before 
that time. “The men of Hezekiah transferred” them from one written 
document to another, i. e. from a written collection, previously existing, 
to that in the Canon. The words, “ These also? are proverbs of Solomon,” 
imply plainly that, in the belief of the persons so transferring, both col- 
lections, both that into which the proverbs were so transferred, and the 
proverbs themselves which were transferred, were Solomon’s. There 
remain then only the two last chapters, inscribed severally, “the words 
of Agur” and “the words of king Lemuel,” (obviously a symbolical 
name?’,) which can have been admitted into the book later than Heze- 
kiah. Both are entitled by names, claiming for them Divine inspiration 4, 
although we have no data as to the authors. 

It is mostly admitted now by the revolutionary school, that the book 
of Job is any how earlier than the Proverbs, in which Solomon uses some, 
although but little, of its language and idioms®. The adoption of its 


form as they do that of Jeremiah to Ps. 
exxxvi. {exxxyii. Heb. Eng.] re Aavid 
“lepewtov. 

1Proy. xxv. 1. PAY “removed,” then 


“transferred ” from one place toanother. It 
means then, not simply “copied out,” but 
“ eopied into,” i.e. into the book already ex- 
isting. merypay Aq., transtulerunt LXX., 
petyveykay Gr. Ven., e€eypavavro LXX. Ges- 


enabled,” Oe, other copies Dox for 5238) 
would, though not obviously, “agree. ‘But 
even then, if WAS too could (like NAP 


Eccl. i. 1.) be a symbolical name for Solomon, 
(“collector,” as St. Jerome’s teacher and Ju- 
dah ben Karish explained it,) it would still 
be a degree of symbolism beyond what one 
would expect, that the son of Yakeh, which 
looks like a real genealogy, should be sym- 


enius himself quotes from Buxtorf, p. 686. 
that the Talm. payn is either “ tran- 


seribed,” or “translated,” (Buxtorf gives 
op npr “translators.”) It is then an arbi- 
trary quid pro quo, when to the right expla- 
nation, “transcripsit ex uno libro in alium,” 
Gesenius adds a wholly different meaning, 
“inde i. q. congessil.” 
aN Da 
sos | 0.9.0 ha Send Tb. 4, “unto God,” 
i.e. devoted to God, after the analog gy of 
Sb , Num, iii. 24. The idea, that Lemuel is 
said to be “ king of Massah,” is, in Germany, 
probably now confined to Hitzig. The 
imaginary kingdom was founded on the 
mention of Massa among the sons of Ish- 
mael, Gen. xxy. 14,1 Chr. i. 30. The stress, 
laid upon the name Ithiel, “God is,” “God 
is,’ would incline one to think that it too 
might be symbolical, in contradiction to 
some school of unbelief, against which the 
beginning of the chapter, v. 2-6, is directed. 
_ With this the other name, Ucal, “I am 


bolic too. 

*S8W1D Xxxi. 1. xyon and ON} XX Kd 

5Some few of the instances given by Keil 
(Hay. Einl. iii. p. 354.) seem to me satisfac- 
tory. Job xv. 7. AYDIN NipI3 399 Prov. 
viii. 25. ADIN. 9, Job xxii7. m3 
yyy o ywy 3 Prov. xiii. 9. apy 52) 
ym. xxiv. 20. wT oypw abe In Job 
XXviii. 18, Prov. ili. 15. the only resemblance 
is the setting the value of wisdom above 
fahlake 19; and this the Kethib in Prov. writes 
DID. In Job v. 17. ONDA ON Aw DIN, 
Prov. iii. 11. DSA N33 MA IOI, the 
resemblance is in very simple words. Of 
single words, in common to them only, 
moana . guidances, ” (of God, Job xxxvii. 
12.) (written mdann) Provein.5, xin 14) xs 
18, xxiy. 6. ina good sense; xii. 5. ina bad 
sense: 5, “destruction,” Job xxx. 24, 
29, Prov. xxiv. 22. (Arab.): MAN 
“solid wisdom,” Job v. 12, vi. 13, xi. 6, xii. 16, 
XXvi, 3, XXX. 22, Prov. ii. 7, iii, 21, viii. 14, 


=xxh 


ALONE CAN BE AFTER HEZEKIAH. 
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language by David!, Solomon, Amos?, Isaiah ’, Jeremiah 4, attests that it 
was received as a sacred book. Each case is slight in itself; together, 
they shew that the book was quoted from early times. 

The antiquity of the Canticles is conceded by those who, without 


ground, question that it is Solomon’s. 
the age of the Lamentations of Jeremiah. 


Xvili. 1. (else in Mie. vi. 9, Is. xxviii. 29 only :) 
{12s “Abaddon,” Kri. (728 Keth.) “place 
of destruction,” Job xxvi. 6, XXviii. 22, xxxi. 
12, Proy. xv. 11, xxvii. 20, also Ps. lxxxviii. 
12, and still more the thought, Job xxvi. 6, 
Proy. xv. 11, are characteristic. Less so, are 

ww INIT “are crushed in the gate,” Job 


v.45; WWI IY NTA ON “crush not the 
poor in the gate,” Prov. xxii. 22. Of the rest, 
the use of the form Dy), once in Proverbs, 
vii. 18, twice in Job, (whereas the Proverbs 
have also roy once, and yy twice,) seems 
to me not characteristic; nor nna * fool- 
ish,” “one easily misled,’ Job v. 2; but 
probably, “enticing,” i. q. Piel, Prov. xx. 19; 
nor DS: Job xxxiii. 7, (LXX Kim. i. q. 2; 
as pris for yin, oth. “weight,” from 
D2, bowed,”) comp. ADS with Sy, “im- 
pelled,” Prov. xvi. 26; nor Nw “drink,” 
i.e. “iniquity like water,” Job xv.16, “ scorn- 
ing like water,” Ib. xxxiv. 7; in which two 
places the idea is of eagerness, whereas 
“drinking damage,” Prov. xxvi. 6, is against 
one’s will. Of those quoted by others, Prov. 
7. Nyy MVR Y ANY, Job xxviii. 28. 
nNDIn wT ‘JAN pal iabe there is, in the 
words, not more than unavoidable resem- 
blanee. So again in Job xxii. 29, and Prov. 
Xvi. 18, xviii. 12, xxix. 23. In Job xiii. 5, the 
wisdom of silence is real, in Proy. xvii. 28, 
only apparent; the thought that the perfec- 
tion of God is higher than heaven, deeper 


than hell, 7iNwD MPs, Job xi. 8, has no 
bearing on Prov. ix. 18, “her guests are in 
the depths of hell;” Sis POY. Of 


like words for “ calamity ” Job vi. 2, xxx. 13. 
has 7177 Keth. Prov. xix. 13, 774. 
1Ps, xxxix. 14. has different reminiscences 


»277) YW, Job vii. 19. 
YD NYWN NDIs JO WINIIIN, 
Job x.20, 1. DIMA VPN AYIANI 99 WA 
JON Ps. Ixix. 93. $m9w DI INT Te- 
sembles in thought, partly in word, Job xxii. 
19. INDY) DPS INP. Ps. cif. 16. x) 
wp wy 12) is identical with Job vii. 


of Job’s language ; 


No one had any interest to question 
Only one or two® raised an 


10. Ps. Wwiii.9. WoW 43 ABN 4D) re- 


minds of Job iii. 16. 55 pddjy- bpy9; 
wry tl and Ps. ciii. 15, has the special 
comparisons of man’s brief life with the 
ys; in common with Job xiv. 2. ysa 


POS? }2 TW Ps. LR YD Job. 
2Am. iv. 13, pS “3 by 374 looks like 


areminiscence of Job ix. 8, D “na by pia 
which is the bolder expression, and Amos 
has in the same verse the word, MD *y, which 
else occurs only in the form mn ), Job x. 
292) Tn ¥485 b: 0D) md nwyp, Amos com- 
bines the same constellations as Job xxxviii. 
31, and in the words of Job ix. 9, only omit- 
ting wy, MDD) NDI wy Mwy. Keil in 
Hay. iii. 353. 

su" IW) W131 Is. xix. 5. is verbatim 
from Job xiv. 11; ps voi) oop nn Is, 
lix.4.seems to be from Job xy. 35. boy nv 
18 79%, Keil 1b. 

4The likeness in Jeremiah seems to me 
to lie chiefly in the woe on the-day of his 
birth, Jer. xx. 14-18. from Job iii. Of other 
places quoted, in Jer. xx. 7, 8, Job xii. 4. the 
specific likeness is only in the pine? aia) 
Jer. mms phe Job. Jer. xlix. 19, and Job 
ix. 19, have pyr 9; Lam. ii. 16, and Job 
xvi. 9, 10, xxvii. 23, have no characteristic 
expression in common; Lam. iii. 14, and Job 
xxx. 9, both say that the speaker is on} abs 
Lam. iii. 7, 9, and Job xix. 7, 8, have only the 
word V3] in common, J, 1133 °D13 174 
Iw) Lam. VW TIS Job, and ‘the unheard 
ery; Lam. iii. 15. and Job ix. 18. have an 
idiom almost identical, 0°90 yaw 
Job, ONIN yr Lam. | : 

5 Augusti, (Einl.) Conz, (in Bengel’s Archiv. 
B. iv.) Kalkar (Lam. pp. 57 sqq.) and Thenius, 
(Comm. p. 120.) chiefly on the ground that it 
is improbable, that “a poet should write five 
times on the same subject.” Stahelin ac- 
counted “the question as of no great mo- 
ment, since they anyhow belonged to the 
time of Jeremiah, and confessedly had his 
language.” LEinl. p. 285. 


992 INVALID ARGUMENTS FROM LANGUAGE OR HISTORY. 
unheeded doubt, to vindicate the sovereign power of criticism to call 
everything sacred into question. 

The basis then of the third division of the Canon was beyond question 
laid before the Captivity, Job, the Proverbs, except, at most, the last two 
chapters, the larger portion of the Psalms; the Canticles; and probably 
the Lamentations. Ruth occupied originally its place as the sequel of the 
Judges, and was removed here, only on account of its festival use, together 
with the four other Megilloth. Ecclesiastes alone is questioned. ~ 

Ecclesiastes would probably never have been questioned, but that, on 
the one hand, it contained so clearly the doctrine of a future judgment 
and retribution according to our works; on the other hand, people gained 
a plea for the result which they wished, by ignoring the simple fact, that 
language must be adapted to its subject. Most of the words, selected to 
prove its late date, are simply abstract words, formed naturally from 


ordinary Hebrew roots}. 
age later than Solomon’s. 


1Several of Gesenius’ list of words, which 
were to prove the late date of Ecclesiastes, 
were such abstract words, ending in i ns, 
an Gesch. d. Hebr. Sprache, p. 36, a work 
written, if any ever was, in support of pre- 
conceived opinions, only, in his case, anti- 
doctrinal. 

The invalidity of such proof was, at last, 
observed by Herzfeld, who, in 1838, swept 
away most of the rubbish which had hither- 
to been relied upon. (Koheleth, pp. 12-22.) 
He, however, had the same anti-doctrinal 
prejudice, that the Bible was indebted to 
Magianism for the belief in the life to come. 
(Gesch. Isr. ii. 305.) And so, on that ground, 
it was to be written after the captivity. (Ib. 
ii. 66.) He admits that, “the Chaldaisms in 
it would not require that it should be brought 
lower than the time of the Chaldee inva- 
sions; only (he adds) the stage at which the 
doctrine of immortality appears in it, and its 
11 or 15 modern Hebrew expressions speak 
for its having been composed, at least a cen- 
tury after the Captivity.” (Ib. 67.) Six only 
of the words accumulated by his predeces- 
sors, as marks of modern Hebrew, passed 
muster with him. 1) The interjection ‘x, 
“woe,” iv. 10, x. 16. an onomapoeticum, which 
must have been very old in the language, 
since the word ms (of some shrill-voiced 
bird in Lev. and Deut.) is formed from it. 
Both it and 18 lived on in Talmudic. 2) 
Granting that w, for WE, is Phoenician 
and old, the conjunction Ow viii. 17. is to be 
modern. But by too is Phoenician. See Ges. 
Thes. p. 1346, and my Introd. to Jonah, p. 
250. 3) {22 is to be modern, “because it 
only occurs beside in Esth. iv. 16;” and 4) 


No one word has been found to characterize an 


wx, vi. 6, ‘because it only occurs beside in 
Esth. vii. 4, and the coalition of two con- 
junctions points to a late time. Ew. Kr. Gr. 
632 n. 7.” It is utterly unlikely that ON 
should be a compound of DON and yd: 1. be- 
cause they are incompatible conjunctions; 2. 
because os (for 38) is a simple conjune- 
tion in Ch. Syr. Sam. And very probably 
soe in Hebrew is the same conjunction, only 
pointed wrong. Both yox and j22 are rare 
conjunctions; but there is no principle on 
which {23 should be thought to be late, 
being formed in the same way as }}- nS, 
12? j>- by. It has a meaning, which there 
was not often occasion to express in the sim- 
ple construction of Hebrew, “it being thus.” 
In Esther both words occur in conversation. 
5) “yy, occurring x. 20,and else only in 
Daniel and Chronicles, instead of the old Apr 
or maw. But yD; Eccl. x. 20, is not 
ss knowledge, » but “the place of know- 
ledge,” “conscience.” It is the word by 
which (as Gesenius remarks) the Peshito 
renders ovveidyots, 2 Cor. v.11. Neither Dp, 
“knowledge,” nor nawnn, “device, pur- 
pose,” would have expressed the idea. 6) 
se ny, as a particle of comparison, whereas, 
earlier, the comparison had been expressed 
by the syntax only.” It is clear from the 
eases in which Mahe occurs, that it is no mere 
particle of comparison. “Wisdom is good 
with (i.e. as) an inheritance; and better 
(9.23) to them that see the sun.” (vii. 11.) 
“ And more than these,” maleyaa) Vn), Eccl. 
db yl} m™ nw aval “over and above that.” 
The expressions which Herzfeld himself 
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The Canon then was almost completed before the return from the cap- 
tivity. Of the books of the former prophets, or historical books, the Kings 


at most had yet to be formally added to it. 
remained, perhaps, the formal reception of Ezekiel; 


adds are of no more account; 1) Lb) wy 
“stand for,” (ii. 9.) isa genuine Hebrew use 
of b. 2) 99D Sa (instead of »251D,) iii. 
14, viii. 12, 13. recurs, he says, in 1 Sam. xviii. 
12; which isan odd argument for its late- 
ness. Probably Solomon used the word, 
thinking of the presence of God. 8) mM, 
city, lit. “place of jurisdiction,” and hence 
used alike of cities and provinces; of which 
Solomon, ruling to the Euphrates, doubtless 
had many. (See further Note B at the end.) 
4) He allows that the root wD is not modern, 
since, in Ps. Ixviii. 7, there is nywis and 
in Proy. xxxi. 19. Ww, and so, since ab- 
stracts are so much used in Eccel., pws 
(Eccl. ii. 21, iv. 4, vy. 10,) need not be modern; 
but VWDM (equally abstract,) “making to 
prosper,” x. 10, is to be modern, because it is 
part of the verb. (Herzf. Koh. p.18.) 5) and 
lastly, the use of the personal pronoun with 
the personal verb, ‘Ss “ID. Of course, 
if it is emphatic, it is no mark at all of 
modernness. Solomon is giving his own per- 
sonal experience, in a matter in which no 
other had experience so large, of the vanity 
of everything human, out of God. If any 
one will examine the cases in which °}§ is 
added, and those in which it is not, in Eccle- 
siastes, he will see that it has been added, 
not pleonastically, but on a definite principle. 
The occurrences of eleven such words could 
not be the real ground of making Ecclesiastes 
one of the latest books in the Canon. 

In regard to the so-called Chaldee, or for- 
eign, words; 1) yon “ditch.” x. 10; 2) 0° Tay 
“doings,” ix. 1, both am. Aey. and 3) “55 
“formerly,” 7 times in Eccl. and peculiar to 
it, occur in Syriac also, 125 in Nasor. too; 
4) Dns viii. 11, is a foreign word, older than 
Pehlevi, naturalized in Syriac equally. 5) 
bua, Eccl. xii. 3, is a Semitic word common 
to every dialect, Arab. Aith. Melit.Syr. Ch. 
Zab. see Ges. 6) te katpés (Eccl. iii. 1,) is 
also common to Arab. Aith. Melit. as well as 
Chald.; the also remains in Sam., although 
in the present Syr. and Zab. it is ]31; syn 
also would not (as Ges. says it would) repre- 
sent it, for Ty)! is “appointed time,” 12h 
Eccl. iii. 1, is “ fitting time.” There remain 
then only the punctuations of N¥}1) vii. 26, 
NUM viii. 12, ix. 18; and the interchange of 
the 77 for the &, in NIW? (viii. 1.) NOV «. 


Of the later prophets, there 
the three last 


4.) xy? (x. 5.); and this, “although, in un- 
questioned Hebrew books, verbs xd and ad 
borrow each others’ forms, yet, on the ground 
of the more frequent borrowing.” Yet of the 
five words, in $)‘VD the & is not “borrowed” 
but original, as is attested by the Pheen. and 
Arab. (See Ges.) It occurs also twice in the 
Proverbs, xiy. 30, xvy.4. The punctuation of 
non and RSID, Herzfeld himself rightly 
calls “Syriac.” (p- 120.) Syria was part of 
Solomon’s dominions; what marvel then in 
afew Syriac words? Herzfeld himself would 
not make these Aramaic words (there is not 
one purely Chaldee among them) any test of 
such extreme lateness of the book, as would 
bear upon the history of the Canon. 

As to history, it is said that “Solomon, 
whose father had chosen Jerusalem for a 
residence, could not say, i. 16, ii. 7. above 
every one who was before me in Jerusalem.” 
Solomon does not even say, “ every king,” but 
Jerusalem was an ancient city, and was a 
royal city at the time of the Exodus, prob- 
ably in that of Abraham. (Gen. xiv. 18.) It 
strengthens his statement, that in those 
centuries, patriarchal, heathen, and lately 
Hebrew, none had made such trial as him- 
self, and he too had failed. “Nor could he 
recommend (viii. 5, 6.) to wait cireumspectly 
the opportunity for rebellion against a 
tyrant.” Solomon does not recommend it, 
but submission. (viii. 1-5.) “Judgment,” 
(vawn, ) 5, 6. isnot man’s but God’s. “Nor 
could he give a description of princely glut- 
tons.” (x. 16,17.) He gives no such descrip- 
tion; why should not God move him, as much 
as Isaiah, to speak of the woe of princely 
petulance and intemperance, and the bless- 
edness of their nobility and temperance? 
Well had it been for Rehoboam, had he fol- 
lowed the warning against petulance. “ Nor 
was the people in his time so unhappy as is 
presupposed in iv. 1, v. 7.” Solomon is 
speaking of individual cases, and doubtless 
in such large rule, ill held together, there 
were cases of oppression. The next argu- 
ment Herzfeld answers himself. ‘‘The com- 
plaints against unjust judges, iii. 17, violence, 
iv. 1, v. 7.[8 Eng.,] unworthy filling of posts 
of honor, x. 5-7, have often been urged 
against a royal authorship; contrariwise, it 
might be said, that all this does not appear 
unsuited to a regent, who has taken the 
point of view of a popular teacher; yet, 
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prophets only had not yet beensent!. Of the hagiographa, there remained 
the collection of some later Psalms; some, in the last book of the Psalms, 
were not yet written; Daniel perhaps was then formally added; the 
historical books of Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, the Chronicles, alone were as 
yet unwritten. 

In no one of these books is there anything, which requires a date later 
than that which Josephus probably meant to fix, the date of Malachi and 
of the second visit of Nehemiah. 

The book of Esther marks itself to have been written by a contempo- 
rary. With this agrees the very accurate yet simple description of 
Persian customs, entering naturally into minute details”; its exact yet 
incidental agreement with the chronology of the reign of Ahasuerus, (in 
Greek, Xerxes*;) the touching traits of her relation to her uncle Mor- 
decai. The difficulties alleged are but illustrations of its accuracy. End- 
ing, as it does, with the elevation of Mordecai‘, and appealing for further 
accounts to the Chronicles of Media and Persia®, it was very probably 
written by Mordecai himself; and it would be an unmarked coincidence, 
that the historical books of the times in or after the captivity, the historical 
parts of Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, were written by those concerned 
in them. The book of Esther does not imply that it was written by Mor- 


decai, but it does that it was written very shortly after the events © 


taken together with the other arguments 
against Solomon’s authorship, it has some 
weight.” He wrote the book, not as a royal 
teacher, but as a royal penitent, and in him 
it would be unnatural not to refer to the past 
misgovernment. Lastly, comes the real 
ground; “Further, the assumption of the 
return of the soul to God hereafter, which is 
questioned ili. 21, yet popular enough to be 
spoken of in writing for the people, and 
which is even victorious, xii. 7, cannot be 
ascribed to Solomon, since after him notrace 
of it re-appears until after the captivity.” (!) 
On this subject see Lect. viii, pp. 407-417. 

1On Jonah see the Introduction to Jonah, 
pp. 871 sqq; on Obadiah, the Introduction, 
pp. 343 sqa. Those who rend off from Isaiah 
such chapters as they see good, still admit 
them to have been written and received before 
the return from the captivity. 

2 Heeren, looking upon it, (as the way then 
was in Germany,) as a fictitions narrative, 
yet allowed that it was “a faithful picture of 
the manners of the Persian Court.” (i. 1. p. 
132.) “ The interior of the Harem is pictured 
to us most exactly in the history of Esther.” 
(Ib. 466.) Baumgarten, de fide libri Esther, 
pointed out in detail the agreement with 
Persian customs; then Havernick, Winl. 3 
192, “on the historical character of the book 
Esther,” pp. 338-357; so that even Stahelin 
accepts the history, 2 51. 


3Achashyerosh (Esth. i. 1, &c) is formed 
from the Persian Kh.sh.w.e.r.sh.e. (see 
Grotefend in Ges. p. 75,) only by the addition 
of vowels, which should make it pronounce- 
able in Hebrew. “That Ahasuerus is Xerxes 
remains the most probable opinion, and will 
be the more confirmed, when we compare 
with it the old Persian form.” Lassen, D. 
Altpers. Keilschr. pp. 33 sqq. Rédiger (App. 
p. 68.) gives it KH.SHa.Y.A.R.SH.A. from 
Lassen, p. 165, with which Sir H. Rawlinson 
agrees. (in Rawl. Her. iv. p. 264.) The feast 
given in the 3d year (Esth. i. 3.) agrees with 
the special “assembly of the noblest Per- 
sians,” (Her. vii. 8.) which followed on the 
subdual of Egypt, which was in his second; 
(Ib. vii. 7.) but Esther did not beeome Queen 
till the close of his 7th year, (Esth. ii. 16,) 
when the king returned to Susa, after the 
battle of Plateea. (Her. ix. 107, 8.) 

4 Esth. x. 3. 5Ib. 2. 

§Tb. ix. 30-32. “And he (Mordecai) sent the 
letters unto ail the Jews in the 127 Provinces 
of the kingdom of Ahasuerus, werds of peace 
and truth, to confirm these days of Purim in 
their times, as Mordeeai the Jew and Esther 
the Queen confirmed them, and as they had 
confirmed them for themselves and for their 
seed, the matters of the fastings and of their 
ery, and the word of Esther confirmed these 
matters of Purim; and it was written in the 
book.” The expression, “and it was written 
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The books of Chronicles are marked to have been written prior to the 
book of Ezra by their close. Ezra, by repeating, at the beginning of this 
book, the two verses with which he had closed the books of Chronicles, 
identifies the two works. He breaks off the Chronicles in the middle of 
the decree of Cyrus, yet so as to give a perfect sense; and begins the 
book which bears his name, with those two verses, finishing the decree 
of Cyrus, so far as relates to his then object, the permission to return. A 
similarity of style and object has been observed between the books; so 
that believing and unbelieving critics! have been agreed, that they were 
written by the same hand. The only question, of late, has been, whether 
Ezra is the author of both, or whether both have been compiled by a 
later hand ?. 

The only plea, alleged for assigning a later date to the books of Chroni- 
cles, has been obtained by making the genealogy, at the close of the 3d 
chapter of the first book *, consecutive, which any one can see, even from 
a translation, that it is not. In this way, six generations were obtained 
after Zerubbabel, and the date was carried down to the end of the Persian 
Empire in the time of Alexander. Yet there is a manifest break at the 
2d generation after Zerubbabel; “*And the sons of Hananiah, Pelatiah 
and Iesaiah.” There his genealogy closes. What follows, “the sons of 
Rephaiah, the sons of Arnan, the sons of Obadiah, the sons of Shechaniah,” 
obviously stands in no relation to what went before, since no parent of 
any of those named, Rephaiah, Arnan, Obadiah, or Shechaniah, had been 
mentioned. The phrase, “the sons of Shechaniah,” and the like, through- 
out this genealogy, introduces the next link of the genealogy downward. 
These families stand in no connection with that of Zerubbabel. The 
want of relation to the preceding, and of any grammatical connection 


with it, gives to the section the appearance of an ancient gloss®. 


in the book,” implies that it was a conse- 
quence, which followed upon what preceded, 
as we should say, “so it was written,” &c; 
and the book can, I think, be no other than 
this our book of Esther. 

1Zunz, (Gottesd. Vortr. pp. 21-24.) Ewald, 
(Gesch. Isr. i. 252, 3.) and still more Stahelin, 
(Einl. 2 45.) are at pains to shew the identity 
of the authors of the books of Ezra and the 
Chronicles. Herzfeld (Gesch. Isr. Excurs 2. 
p. 302.) says, “I agree perfectly with the 
result of Zunz, even although not with all 
his proofs.” 

2“ Jt is indeed commonly accepted, that at 
least Ezra vii. 27-ix. comes from Ezra him- 
self; but the too close relationship of this 
section with the preceding [part of Ezra] to 
my mind speaks against it, unless indeed 
one were to accept, that all, and so the 
Chronicles too, comes from Ezra, which, on 
account of the genealogy, 1 Chron. iii. 18 sqq. 
is not possible.” Stahelin, p. 161. Even Zunz, 
(p. 28.) Herzfeld, (p. 316.) Ewald, (i. 258.) grant 


Yet 


that Ezr. vii. 27-ix. fin. is Ezra’s, (except that 
Herzfeld deducts viii. 35, 6). Zunz adds iv. 
1-6. x. 18-44. Herzfeld says, “ whether x. 18- 
44. was in Ezra’s document, or was appended 
from some other source, can naturally not be 
made out.” (p. 306.) They all agree that the 
rest is by the writer of the Chronicles. 

31 Chr. iii. 21-24. 4ver. 21. 

5This was the opinion not only of the 
older critical school, Vitringa, Heidegger, 
Carpzov, but even of Le Clerc, I. D. Michaelis, 
(Bibl. Or. T. xx. p. 28.) and Eichhorn. (Hinl. 
iii. 596. ed. 4. quoted by Keil, Apol. Vers. p. 
45.) Herzfeld too says, “A further descent 
[than Pelatiah and Ieshaia] is evidently not 
given there; the ‘sons’ of Rephaia, of Arnan, 
Obadiah, and Shechaniah, are doubtless 
families descended from David, whose de- 
scent the writer of the Chronicles either 
could not or would not specify, and which he 
therefore only recounts, parallel with one 
another.” (Gesch. Isr. Excurs 8. pp. 378, 9.) 
De Wette too who, (ed. 2.) in 1822, said posi- 


296 THE CHRONICLES REFER TO 

even if it be part of the book, the six generations, required to bring down 
the date of the books of Chronicles, are only obtained by introducing into 
the text what is not there, viz. that Shechaniah, whose sons are men- 
tioned, was himself the son of Hananiah?. Ezra speaks of the “sons of 
Shechaniah?,” as a well-known family, at the time of the return from the 
captivity, without mentioning any genealogy of their’s. Probably they 
were too well known to need it. He mentions Hattush apparently as 
one “of the sons of Shechaniah.” If, (as seems probable,) he is the same 
person as Hattush in the Chronicles, he would be at least a grandson of 
Shechaniah‘, but could not be the grandson’s grandson of Zerubbabel, 
who returned 79 years before. If he be the same Hattush, then the gen- 
erations in the Chronicles go down to the great nephew of one who 


tively, “the genealogy of Serubabel is (1 
Chr. iii. 19-24.) carried down to the time of 
Alexander,” (2 189.) modified the statement. 
“In the (it must be confessed) confused 
passage, 1 Chr. iii. 19-24, the genealogy of 
the house of David is carried down to the 
2d generation after Serubabel, and doubtless 
yet further ;” he acknowledges, “the passage 
is commonly looked upon as a later addi- 
tion,” ed. 7. 1852. Ewald (Gesch. Isr. 1. 229. 
ed. 2.) says, that the “order is difficult to be 
recognized,” but gives it, without explana- 
tion, as positively as if there were no diffi- 
culty; “the somewhat-diflicult-to-be-recog- 
nized consecutive order is, 1 Zerubabel, 2 
Chananiah, 3 Shechaniah, &¢,” overleaping 
the difficulty. Bleek says, equally without 
attempting any explanation, “The passage 
is not quite clear; the text too is not certain, 
since the LXX differs from the Hebrew text. 
Yet probably the last is in the main the origi- 
nal. There too, according to the most prob- 
able interpretation, it is contained that, after 
Serubabel, 6 generations of his descendants 
are cited.” (Hinl. p. 395.) Stihelin only ap- 
peals to 1 Chr. ii. 42. “The sons of Caleb the 
brother of Jerahmeel were, Mesha, his first- 
born, which was the father of Ziph, and the 
sons of Mareshah the father of Hebron.” 
But this passage is itself obscure; for Mare- 
shah is not before mentioned among the 
sons of “Caleb, brother of Jerahmeel,” ii. 
18-24, where his sons by three, if not four, 
wives are mentioned and even a posthumous 
child, v.24. Inan early forefather like Caleb, 
the grandfather of Caleb the spy, it is natural 
to class a whole family of descendants in one. 
A Seotechman might say of a distant fore- 
father, that he was “the father of the Stew- 
arts, or the Campbells,” &e. but it would not 
be said, in any near interval, when families 
had not had time to ramify. Moreover in 1 
Chr. ii. 42, the words stand connected, “The 
sons of Caleb the brother of Jerahmeel were 


Mesha his first-born—and the sons of Mare- 
shah.” The very way of speaking implies a 
tradition, that “the sons of Mareshah” were 
known traditionally to be descended from 
this Caleb, but that the links were lost. In 
iii. 21, “the sons of Rephaiah, &c.” are not 
connected. They stand quite distinct. On 
the same ground then, that we believe “the 
sons of Mareshah” to have been descend- 
ants of that Caleb, viz. that they stand 
connected with one who is stated to have 
been his descendant, we believe that the 
sons of Rephaiah, &c. were not descend- 
ants of Hananiah, because it is not ex- 
pressed that they are, in the way in which 
the author of the Chronicles, in the like 
case, expressed it. 

1If 21-24 is part of the text, it must be 
pointed; “And the sons of Hananiah, Pela- 
tiah and Iesaiah. The sons of Rephaiah, the 
sons of Arnan, the suns of Obadiah, the sons 
of Shechaniah. And the sons of Shechaniah, 
Shemaiah, &c.” In this way, although the 
statement is rather abrupt, they would stand 
as Davidic families, of which the writer, in 
any case, gives the succession of the last 
only. 

2 viii. 3. 

3In the text it is divided, “Of the sons of 
Phinehas, Gershom; of the sons of Ithamar, 
Daniel: of the sons of David, Hattush. Of 
the sons of Shechaniah, of the sons of Phar- 
osh, Zechariah.” But in Ezr. ii. 3, “the sons 
of Pharosh” are mentioned as a separate 
family, without being subordinated to “the 
sons of Shechaniah;” and here tas “the 
sons of Shechaniah” are mentioned apart 
after an interval. It seems then the sim- 
plest way, to join it thus; “of the sons of 
David, Hattush, of the sons of Shechaniah: 
of the sons of Pharosh, Zechariah.” 

4Hattush was one of the sons of Shemaiah, 
who was of the sons of Shechaniah, 1 Chr. 
iii. 21, 22. 
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returned with Ezra’; which, as nothing is said of the age of Hattush at 
his return, involves no later date than Ezra may have seen. This then, 
which is admitted to be the only ground for attributing to the Chronicles 
a date later than Ezra’, coincides with the account given by Ezra. 
There being no ground, then, why the books of Chronicles should be 
later than Ezra, and the two books being confessedly by the same hand, 
the only remaining question is, whether there be any ground to think, that 
the book of Ezra is later than the time of Ezra. The use of the first 
person in a portion of it has made all but the extremest scepticism allow 
that a portion is from his hand*. The likeness of all the Hebrew parts of 
it has also been admitted. But Ezra’s thanksgiving at the beginning of 
this admitted portion, that * God hath put it into the king’s heart to beautify 
the house of the Lord which is in Jerusalem, and hath extended mercy unto me 
before the king, is connected with the decree before it®; and the insertion 
of that decree involves such a preface as that prefixed to it®; and that 
preface, beginning, “7 And after these things, in the reign of Artaxerxes 
king of Persia,” involves a previous history, and that, of events prior to 
the reign of Artaxerxes, which is just what the previous chapters contain. 
But those chapters are evidently, as they stand, one whole; i.e. the whole 
is one history of the rebuilding the temple, from the first permission of 
Cyrus to rebuild it until its dedication and the celebration of the first 
passover afterward. It is one progressive history. First, there is the 
permission of Cyrus to return®, and the preparation of the Jews®; then 
his restoration of the vessels of the temple”, their amount", and the 
number of those who returned”; the setting up the brazen altar, and 
restoration of sacrifice; the collection of materials for the temple; the 
laying the foundation of the temple, with that natural and touching 
mixture of the joy of the young and the weeping of the old who remem- 
bered its former glories; the cause of the opposition to its rebuilding”, 
and the means employed to hinder it under Cyrus”, Ahasuerus*, [i. e. 
Cambyses,] Artaxerxes, [i.e. Pseudo-Smerdis";] the renewed efforts to 


1The genealogy is continued, not in the 
line of Hattush but in that of his brother 
Neariah, of whose eldest son Elioenai, 7 sons 
are mentioned, 22-24, 

2“QOn the age of the Chronicles the gene- 
alogy, 1 Chr. iii. 18. can alone give any re- 
sult.” Stahelin, 343. p. 356. Bleek only adds 
1) The place which it occupies in the Canon, 
(according to which, he must allow that 
Daniel was written before Ezra, which would 
be to give up the whole object of this bring- 
ing down of the Canon;) and 2) the coin 
Darics,1 Chr. xxix.7. Darics are mentioned 
by Ezra (vili. 27.) in the reign of Artaxerxes, 
grandson of Darius Hystaspes. If then they 
were named from this Darius, they would 
furnish no argument as to the date of the 
Chronicles; not to dwell on the Greek tradi- 
tion that they were named from some earlier 
Darius, (see ab. p. 159.) or the conjecture that 


they may have been named directly from 
dara, “king.” Scott and Lidd. vy. daperkés. 
This argument has been retorted, that, after 
the times of Alexander, Greek, not Persian, 
money would become the coin of Palestine, 
as being aGreek appanage. Davidson would 
have it, that “Shemaiah son of Shechaniah,” 
Neh. iii. 29. is the same as the Shemaiah in 
the Chronicles; Herzfeld answers the ob- 
jection, that, being the keeper of the East gate, 
(Ib.) he was (he supposed) a Leyite, Ib. 

3See pp. 295. note 8. 4 vii. 27. 

5 vii. 11-26. Even Herzfeld admits this to 


be genuine. 

6 Tb. 1-10. fi Nose be 8i,1-4. 91. 5,6. 
107. 7, 8. 11 i. 9-11. 12 ji. 13 jii. 1-6. 
14 Ib. 7. 15 Tb. 8-13. 16 iy. 14. 
iy. 5. 18 jy. 6. 


19 iy, 7-23. see ab. pp. 186, 7. Keil illustrates 
this adoption of a 2d more brilliant name by 
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rebuild it under the new dynasty of Darius'; the fresh attempt to hinder 
it and the baffling of the attempt?; the favor of Darius*; the completion 
of the temple ‘, its dedication *, and the first passover held in it®. 

It has been thought most probable that the Chaldee portion, which 
embodies the letters addressed to the kings of Persia and their rescripts 
previous to the return of Ezra, were written by a contemporary and 
inserted by Ezra as a whole. This thread of history does not, in all, exceed 
20 verses, the rest of these chapters being taken up with the original 
documents. It seems to me, too, probable, that this was a distinct whole, 
part of a larger account’ which Ezra embodied in his book, beginning his 
extract with a few verses just preceding the first document, and closing, a 
few verses after the last. For the first person is used in this section, not as 
to any important event, in which it might be thought that Ezra associated 
himself with them, but in a simple statement that those who were con- 
cerned in the building gave their names to the governor and his com- 
panions who demanded them. It was a strictly personal act. * Then 
accordingly we said to them, what were the names of the men who build this 
building. But since this was 63 years before Ezra’s return’, and since Ezra 
was engaged in the work of restoration with Nehemiah whose visit was 13 


the like act of Ochus, who on his accession 
took the name of Darius (Nothus;) of Arsaces, 
who took that of Artaxerxes (Mnemon;) of 
another Ochus, who took that of Artaxerxes 
(Diod. xv. 39); and of the last Persian king, 
Codomannus, who took that of Darius (Justin, 
x. 3.); as also of Cyrus himself, whose name, 
before his accession, was Agradates. (Strabo, 
xy. 3. 6. p. 729. Cas.) Pott says, “‘The name 
Artaxerxes was, we may safely say, a mere 
title, and when Bessus, ‘taking the royal 
apparel, commanded that he should be called 
Artaxerxes,’ (Curt. vi. 6.) he therewith de- 
elared himself the ‘great king of kings,’ 
which lies in the word.” Etym. Forsch. i. 
pp. lxini. sqq. in Hav. Einl. ii. p. 294. 

liv. 24-v. 2. 2v. 3-17. 3 vi. 1-13. 

4 Ib. 14, 15. 6 Tb. 16-18. 6 Tb. 19-22. 

T By itself, the beginning of the Chaldee, 
(“Rehum the chancellor, &e.” iv. 8:) might 
have been a sort of docket on the letter. 
Even then one should not have expected it 
to stand, wrote a letter.” But there follows 
further (iv. 9.) “ Then Rehum, &e.,” which 
implies that it is a sequel of a preceding 
history: it might have joined on to iy. 6, 
but not, I think, with iv. 7. 

8y. 4. Gesen. (Thes. p. 652.) notices that 
$5 in vi. 13, manifestly refers to the past, 
[according to that which Darius the king 
sent, accordingly, S713, they did perfectly,”] 
and joins this instance with it. Our transla- 
tors, following the usual meaning of 8935, 
“so to speak,” (for NID, W°3D,) “after 


this manner,” put that as a question into the 
mouth of the Jews, which was in fact a ques- 
tion to them, vy. 10. ‘“‘ Then said we unto them 
after this manner, What are the names, &c.?” 
instead of, “Then said we unto them, what 
the names were, &c.” Herzfeld admits that 
it may be taken as in the text, only saying 
“that v. 4. would thus contain an oblique 
construction which would be very unusual 
even in later Hebrew.” Gesch. Isr. Execurs 
2. p. 304. He observes aiso, that it is not the 
answer to the preceding question. Ib. But 
it stands in connection with what follows, 
that God gave them courage to persevere 
until the answer came from Darius. They 
gave their names, and made themselves 
responsible for their act. The answer to the 
former question is given in the letter to 
Darius, v. 11-16. Unless this verge contains 
the statement that the Jews did answer the 
question, which the governors state that they 
did put, (v. 10.) there would be no such state- 
ment at all. According to the present text, 
then, the verse does contain an additional 
fact, but bears witness that the Chaldee state- 
ment was written by a contemporary. Herz- 
feld by altering the text 8)7)DN into PIS, 
would get rid of the evidence, but introduce 
tautology. It is contrary of course to all 
criticism to have recourse to conjectural 
emendation, when the text gives a good 
sense. 

92d year of Darius, B.C. 520; 7th of Arta- 
xerxes, B. C. 457, 


” 
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years later’, it is not likely, though possible, that dying, as he did, an old 
man’, he should have been present at that early time. The contrary too 
is implied, in that he mentions himself for the first time in the 7th year of 
Artaxerxes. 

Ezra, however, it has been observed, had the Chaldee document before 
him, as appears from his adopting into his Hebrew three remarkable Per- 
sian words *, which are found exactly in this form, only in his Hebrew. 

It has been attempted to make out the Hebrew of Ezra to have been 
later than Ezra, partly by falsifying the history in the Chaldee, and then 
asserting truly that Ezra must have known such history to be false; partly 
on the old childish grounds, that Ezra writes in the third person as well 
as the first, and praises himself, and also that he calls the King of Persia, 
King of A&gsyria. 

1) They assume that Artachshasht, mentioned before Darius under whom 
the temple was finished, was Longimanus, that the building hindered by 
him’ was that of the walls not of the temple, and that the account, 
which related to times after Darius, was placed by the writer, before him ‘. 

Yet in Ezra, the names of the sovereigns of Persia stand in chronological 
order, three before Darius®; and both in Chaldee and Hebrew, an Artax- 
erxes after Darius®. Since then the hindrance of the building by the 
Magian impostor is in keeping with what we know of him from the monu- 
ments, whereas it was contrary to the first principles of Persian belief for 
its kings to repeal their own decrees’; since moreover there is no reason 
whatever to think that Artaxerxes, in the first six years of his reign, 
passed any decree against the Jews, whom he favored ever afterward ; it 
is mere gratuitous falsifying of the history to say that the king, called 
Artaxerxes but placed before Darius, is meant by the author to be the 
same whom he placed after him. The enemies of the Jews do not indeed 
speak of the rebuilding of the temple, which was what they wished to 
hinder, but only of the wall. But the restoration of the temple involved 
ultimately the restoration of the city. Angry and rival accusers do not 
confine themselves to facts, when appealing to a distant authority. 

2) The praise of Ezra amounts to this, that he gives to himself his title 
in his own book. For it has been observed 8, that, since the title, scribe of 


120th of Artaxerxes, Neh. ii. 1. 

2Jos. Ant. xi. 5. 5. A very late Jewish 
tradition supposed him to have lived to 120. 
(Benj. Tud. Itin. p. 85.) 

SAW, “Epistle,” Ezr. iv. 7, vii. 11. Heb. 
iy. 18, 23, v. 5. Ch. (In Neh. and Esth. N738;) 
IW, “transcript” (of letter,) iv. 11, 23, Vv. 
6. Ch. vii. 11. Heb. but wns Esth. iii. 14, 
iv. 8. (See Réd. App. to Ges. p. 108.) 1313, 
“ treasurer,” i. 8. NY7D4) vii. 21, but N27 
Dan. iii. 2, 3. vy i 

4 Herzfeld, Gesch. Isr. Excurs 2.317. p. 303. 
The Pasa “then,” iv. 24, marks that the 
history helongs, (according to the writer,) to 


the times before Darius. Davidson trans- 
lates him, ii. 128. 

Siv. 5-7, 23, 4. 6 yi. 14, 15, vii. 1, 7. 

7 See ab. pp.186, 7. Herzfeld too observes (p. 
306,) that throughout ch. iv. the orthography 
is NAVUTIAIS (or NA) with w, iv. 7. bis, 
8, 11, 23, but throughout ch, vii, (of Artaxerxes 
Longimanus) with 0, NAOWTATS vii. 12, 
21, as it is also in Neh. ii. ie xiii. 6. The 
difference, though slight, is remarkable for 
its uniformity, except that, in the addition 
to the original, Ezr. vi. 14, RAWWTAIN), 
the form with w is used of Artax. ‘Longi- 
manus. 

8 Hay. Hinl. ii. 1. p. 281. 


300 KINGS OF PERSIA 


ihe law of the God of heaven, is twice' given to him in the decree of 
Artaxerxes, such was his official title. It is added only, that he was a 
ready, fluent, expositor of it. He mentions of himself, what others have 
observed of him in the books of Chronicles, that the law of his God was 
the great study of his life, and that he made progress init. Perhaps he 
meant, as one of the Psalmists, whose expression he used, said before him, 
that he was a “ ready writer?” of what he was taught by God, ascribing to 
himself only that he was, what he was, the instrument of God. Now, if 
there be any truth in the tradition, that Ezra, in various ways, did so much 
for the preservation of the Canon, it may have been of especial moment 
for those generations, until our Lord should set His seal upon the whole’, 
that his fitness for the office should be authenticated in the Canon itself. 
it is not self-exaltation to speak the simple truth. It is not so “accounted 
in St. John‘. I suppose that, in this day, some of the critics of Ezra 
would not think it much to let it be known that they were good 
Hebraists®, or understood the prophets by human skill, or knew of them 
(whether they did or no) more than others did before them. All which we 
hear about “ enlightened criticism,” and the like, if it were true, would 
mean, in Scripture language, that they are “ready scribes” in the law of 
God. 

8) Cyrus, under whom the Jews first returned, had made Babylon the 
royal residence for seven months in the year®; it had been the centre of 
the captivity; out of its temples were the sacred vessels given back to 
them by the command of Cyrus"; it was, probably in the time of Ezra, 
still one province with Assyria’; the kings of Persia liked to connect 
themselves with Perseus °, and held him to have been an Assyrian”. Tt is 
then nothing strange that the Jews, in appealing to the edict of Cyrus 
whereby he restored them, should have called him king of Babylon™; or 
that Nehemiah should so have called Artaxerxes”; or that Ezra, speaking 


lyii. 12, 21. 
2Ps. xlv. 2. 
eaie) 5D) D. ; 
88, Luke xxiv. 44. 4See ab. pp. 89, 90. 
6Zunz thinks that he understands the 
title 45D better than the writer of the book 


Moses;’ it is said that ‘he had prepared his 
heart to seek the law of the Lord and to do 
it,” and an explanation of 0 is given in y. 
ll. which is unsuitable to Ezra himself.” 
p. 129. 

6 Xen. Cyrop. viii. 7. 7 Ezy. i. 7, v.14. 


My tongue is the pen of 


of Ezra. “The panegyrics of Ezra [vii.] 6, 
10, 11.ecan not only not belong to this man, 
but not even to his time, since (v. 11,) they 
give an explanation of the expression 4D, 
which is over and above incorrect.” (p. 23.) 
Apart from inspiration, most of us will think 
that the writer of the book of Ezra knew best. 
Hivernick observes that the title, which is 
given to Ezra by Nehemiah also, (viii. 1, 2, 
9, 13, xii. 26.) is also, [in Nehemiah’s second 
visit,] given to another, Zadok. Neh. xiii. 18. 
Davidson paraphrases Zunz, “The way in 
which Bzra is spoken of in vv. 6, 10, 11. shews 
that he himself could not have so written. 
He is termed ‘a ready scribe in the law of 


8 Herod. iii. 92. In vii. 63, the “ Chaldzans” 
are recounted as serving “ among the Assyr- 
ians,” i.e. as subordinate tothem. Babylonia 
and Assyria are counted separately in the 
lists of Darius. (in Rawl. Herod. ii. p. 485.) 
Herodotus (i. 192.) uses “the Babylonian 
country,” and “the Assyrian country,” as 
identical, says, “thus the Assyrian country 
is in wealth,.4 of the rest of Asia,” and speaks 
of this as far the wealthiest of the Persian 
Satrapies. Havernick (Hinl. ii. p. 289.) refers 
further to Lassen, D. Altpers. Keilinschr. vy. 
Persepolis, pp. 67 sqq. 72. in proof of its 
eminence. 9 Her. vi. 54, vii. 61, 150. Hay. 

10Her, vi. 54. UEzr. v.13. 12Neh. xiii. 6. 
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of the king of Persia, apart from his name!, should have said that God? 
had turned the heart of the king of Assyria unto them. But for this petty 
controversial spirit, which grasps at any straw, people would have seen 
how these various titles bear upon, and bear out, one another. The 
Persian rulers of Assyria undid toward the Jews what its former rulers 

had done. In the 2d letter prefixed to the 2d book of Maccabees, it is 
even said, “our fathers were led unto Persia, ” and critics* have found 
nothing strange in the expression®. 

In the book of Nehemiah, Nehemiah himself relates, in the first per- 
son, in one consecutive vivid narrative, the history of the rebuilding of 
the walls of Jerusalem, from the time that God first put the desire into 
his mind at the court of Persia until it was completed and he had made 
over the eharge of the city®, and ends with his gathering the people 
together’. The next portion describes what they did, when so gathered 8, 
The acts being religious, not civil, the prominent part belonged to Ezra. 
Nehemiah joins himself in, with the rest of the congregation, saying no 
longer, “I,” but “we%.”’ The 11th chapter gave no occasion for the first 
person, being an account of measures taken by the people themselves for 
the re-peopling of Jerusalem. In the 12th and 13th Nehemiah had again 
occasion to speak of himself. The act, with which the history closes, falls 
soon after B.C. 414. The whole then of the book which admits of it (ch. 
i-vii. x. 28-39. xii. 27-47. xiii.) is written in the 1st person. Where Nehe- 
miah acted alone, (ch. i—vii,) he necessarily speaks of himself, “I; ” where 
the first part belonged to another, he classes himself with others, “we.” 
(ch. ix. x.) Wherever then the first person could be used, it is used; and 
the parts in which it is not used stand closely connected with these; as, 
the sealing of the covenant’ (“we make a sure covenant,” in the pres- 
ent,) with the confession of sin and humiliation before it", and this with 
the previous festival in which, ” day by day, from the first day unto the last 
day, Ezra read to them in the book of the law of God. So then all marks 
itself as contemporary, except the arrangement of the re-peopling of Jeru- 


salem, and the enumeration of some towns and villages in which the rest 


dwelt 8, and a list of priests and Levites “ 


1Ezra uses “King of Persia” after the 
name; “Cyrus King of P.” i. 1, 2, 8, iii. 7, iv. 
3,5. “Darius K. of P.” iv. 5,24. “Artaxerxes 
K. of P.” iv. 7, vi. 14,‘vii. 1. 2 yi. 22. 

32 Mace. i. 19. 4Grimm, ad loc. Exeg. 
Handb, z. d. Apoer. iv. p. 43. 

5Zunz (p. 24.) adds the argument, “ Ezra 
goes into the chamber of Johanan, son of 
Eliashib, (x. 6.) although this high-priest 
lived long after Nehemiah.” (Neh. xii. 22, 23.) 
Ezra does not say that either was high-priest 
at that time. But Joiada the son of Eliashib 
was high-priest in Nehemiah’s 2d visit, (Neh. 
xiii. 28.) and Johanan, who succeeded him, 
may well have been old enough for Ezra to 
resort to. Davidson fills up Zunz wrongly, 
“of the high-priest Eliashib who lived after 


And yet these too are really 


Nehemiah.” ii. 130. The natural construc- 
tion of Neh. xiii. 28, one “of the sons of 
Joiada, son of Eliashib, the high-priest,” is 
that Joiada was high-priest then. Anyhow 
Eliashib did not “live after Nehemiah,” since 
(as Dr. Day. too states) Nehemiah expelled 
his grandson ;—“a grandson of Eliashib the 
high-priest had become son-in-law to San- 
ballat the Horonite, and was expelled by 
Nehemiah.” (Dav. ii. 137.) According to the 
natural meaning of the text, Nehemiah sur- 
vived Eliashib. 

6 Neh. i-vii. 4. 7 Tb. vii. 5. 8 vili—x. 

9ix. 38. (x. 1. Heb.) x. 29-39. [830-40. Heb.] 

10) ano} p ny x. 1. Heb. (ix. 38. Eng.) 

“And because of all this.” Ib. 

12 viii. 18. 12 xi. 25-36. 14 xii. 1-20. 
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connected. For the re-peopling of Jerusalem was a measure which 
Nehemiah says he had at heart!; and the enumeration of the priests and 
Levites seems to be mentioned in connection with the dedication of the 
wall?. This is more evidence than can be alleged as to most books, out 
of Holy Scripture. 

The objections raised to the genuineness of a small portion of the book 
amount to this, 1) that expressions of Nehemiah’s personal feelings do 
not occur, where Nehemiah had no occasion to speak of himself; 2) that 
he speaks of Almighty God under different titles, The Lord, God of heaven, 
my God, (his own favorite, loving and beautiful, title,) owr God, their God, 
their Lord, or simply, God, according to the varying circumstances, under 
which he spoke. “ My God,” “our God,” in that it expresses the relation 
of the creature to the Creator, is as distinct a title of Almighty God, as 
His Name Jehovah, or Lord, or God. A Christian has no title of deeper 
love than my God, This way’of counting the names of God, Adonai, 
YHVH, Elohim, El, without any reference to the shades of feeling ex- 
pressed by them, or any modification of those names by the mention of 
our relation to God, is a mere disease of the criticism to which it belongs. 
But the statement is, over and above, inaccurate, and a seeming contrast 
only. As imported to us, it would be more exact, if reversed*. It is not, 
of course, enough to count on the fingers, that the one or other name oc- 
curs most often in this or that part of Nehemiah, unless it could be shewn 


that they had been so used under exactly the same circumstances. 
in fact, the main usage of the book is one‘. 


1vii. 4, 5. 2 xii. 27. sqq. 

8 De Wette said, from Kleinert p. 132; “The 
names Jehovah, Adonai, and Elohim, are used 
promiscuously vill. 1, 6, 8, 9 sqq. 14, 16, &c, 
whereas, except i. 5, 11, iv. 8, Hlohim is prev- 
alent in Nehemiah, (especially ‘God of 
Heaven’ i. 4, ii. 4, 20.)” Einl. 3 197 a p. 263. 
(Davidson adopts the words as his own, 
omitting the title “the God of Heaven,” ii. 
141.) The names being “used promiscu- 
ously” is of course no real contrast with the 
one name being prominent. The title 
Adonai is not used in the chapters, in which 
it is stated that it is used, and is used where 
it is implied that it is not. “ Lord,” with the 
personal pronoun, (“their, our Lord,”) is used 
in both. 

4The following are all the ways in which 
the name of God is used in Nehemiah; 

1) The title, my God, occurs in the phrases, 
the good hand of my God upon me, ii. 8. I told 
them of the hand of my God, which was good 
upon me, Ib. 18. (in reference to 8;) my God 
put inmy heart, ii. 12, vii. 5; the house of my 
God, xiii. 14. Remember to me, my God, v. 
19, xiii. 14, 22, 31. Remember to Tobiah, ke. O 
my God, vi. 14. Remember to them, O my God, 
xiii. 29. 


But, 
The result of a careful exami- 


2) He prays, O our God, in what concerns 
others too, iv. 4. [iii. 36. Heb.] as the Levites 
too pray, “our God, the great and terrible 
God,” ix. 32. Or he relates, “we made our 
prayer unto our God,” iv. 9. [8. Heb.]; or 
speaks to others, “our God shall fight for 
us,” iv. 20. [14. Heb.]; “ ought ye not to walk 
in the fear of owr God?” v.9; “did not our 
God bring all this evil upon us?” xiii. 183 
“shall we hearken unto you—to transgress 
against our God?” Ib. 27. Also, in the history 
of what they pledged themselves in common 
to do, he speaks in common, “we made ordi- 
nances upon us, to charge ourselves for the 
service of the house of our God, for all the 
work of the house of owr God; we cast lots 
—to bring it into the house of our God,” 
“that minister in the house of our God;” 
“to the chambers of the house of our God,” 
“unto the house of our God;” we will not 
forsake the house of our God;” x.32-4, 3b bis, 
37, 38, 39. [33, 34, 37, 38, 39, 40. Heb.] in all 
which there occurs once only, “the altar of 
the Lorn, (YHVH) our God,” x. 34. [35. Heb.]; 
(the altar of the Lory, [YH VH] being, with the 
exception of Ps. xliii. 4, the uniform idiom, 
see Ges. Thes. 579.) and once, “the house of 
the Lorn,” (YHVH) x. 35. (36. H.) which again 
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nation is, 1) that the proper Name of God (YHVH) is nowhere, through- 
out Nehemiah, the subject of any sentence; 2) that God is addressed by 
that Name throughout Nehemiah ; 3) that throughout Nehemiah God is 
addressed and spoken of as, “our God;” 4) That in each part of his 
book, that in which Nehemiah speaks in the first person, and that in 
which he does not, God is spoken of as the “Lord of” His creatures, 
“their Lord,” “our Lord;” 5) That titles, such as, house of God, law of 
God, occur throughout ; 6) That the expressions, the congregation of God, 
servant of God, fear of God, thanksgiving unto God, cannot be made use of, 
to identify the parts of Nehemiah in which they occur with the books of 
Chronicles, since the other expressions, the servant of the Lord, the fear of 
the Lord, occur in the book of Chronicles; and those, the congregation of 


is the common idiom. The expression, the 
house of our God, recurs xiii. 4. ‘ Our God” 
he had just said, “turned the curse of Balaam 
into a blessing,” xiii. 2, Contrariwise, the 
house of God occurs in the message of She- 
maiah to Nehemiah, vi. 10, and in the con- 
trasted chapters alike, viii. 16, xi. 11, 16, 22, 
xii. 40. 

3) His God, is used, with emphasis, of Solo- 
mon, “beloved of his God;” xiii. 26, and, 

4) Their God, xii. 45, “they kept the ward 
of their God.” 

5) Their Lord (D7) WW) occurs iii. 5, “their 
nobles put not their necks to the work of 
their Lord ;” as does, our Lord, viii. 10, “this 
day is holy unto our Lord,” (3393185) x. 30, 
(29. Eng.] “the commandments of the Lorp, 
our Lord.” 

6) The God of heaven, is used in the two 
first chapters only, where the context relates 
to the power of God, in relation to those who 
were not Jews. i. 4, “I prayed before the God 
of heaven ;” Ib.5, “and said, I beseech Thee, 
O Lorn, (YHVH) God of heaven, the great and 
terrible God. ii. 4, “I prayed to the God of 
heaven ;” ii. 20, “* The God of heaven He will 
prosper us.” (against Sanballat and the 
others.) 

7) In a title taken from the Pentateuch, 
“the great and terrible God,” he uses the 
word Onn, i. 5, as do the Levites. ix. 32. 

8) Beside this he prays simply, O Lorp, 
(UT) 1.11. : 

9) The Lord, 151%, is used once only, iv. 8. 
Heb. [14. Eng.] es 

There are different phrases in which the 
name of God, or. the Lord, are in Hebrew 
predominantly united ; and these uses of the 
word God, or Lord, should be considered in 
reference to the idioms. 

YIUVH being the Name by which God re- 
vealed Himself, “the commandments of the 
Lorp,” v. 30. [29. Eng.]is the received Hebrew 


phrase; (see Ges. Thes. p. 579.) here it is 
added, “our Lord.” Corresponding to this 
is the expression, “the law which the Lorp 
commanded Israel,” viii. 1; “the law which 
the Lorp commanded by the hand of Moses,” 
viii. 14. “The law of the Lory their God,” 
occurs ix. 3, but, simply the law of God 
(DTN) in Viii. 8, 18, x. 29, 30. [28. 29. Eng.] 
The “law of the Lory” occurs in Exod. xiii. 
9. “the law of God,” Josh. xxiv. 26. “ Praise 
(oom) the Lorp” (y. 13.) is again the common 
Hebrew idiom. So is, “worship (NINNwN) 
the Lorp,” (viii. 6. In ix. 3. is added, “ their 
God,’”’) and, although less exclusively, “blessed 
(312) the Lorp;” (it is added, “the great 
God,” viii. 6.) and “they cried unto the Lorp,” 
by by py) with, or without, the addition 
“their God,” ix. 4. (see Ges. Thes. p. 426.) 

The man of God, xii. 24, 36, is the only 
idiom used. 

“ Moses, the servant of God,” x. 29.[30. Heb.] 
occurs beside only in 1 Chron. vi. 34. [49. 
Eng.] 2 Chr. xxiv. 9, Dan. ix. 11; but Moses, 
the servant of the Lorp, also occurs twice in 
the Chronicles, (2 Chr. i. 3, xxiv. 6.) as well 
as in the earlier books, Deut. xxxiy. 5. Joshua 
13 times, 2 Kgs. xviii. 12. The title is used 
of Joshua in Judg. ii. 8. and of David in the 
titles of Ps. xviii. and xxxvi. 

The title “congregation of the Lory” was 
never largelyused. It occurs twice only out 
of the Pentateuch, Mie. ii. 5,1 Chr. xxviii. 8. 
and, in the Pentateuch, chiefly in one set of 
laws, who were not to be received in “the 
congregation of the Lorp.” Deut. xxiii. 2,3 
[bis] 4 [bis] 9. [1, 2, 3, 8. Eng.] Else only Num. 
xvi. 3, xx.4. The congregation of God occurs 
only Neh. xiii. 1. 

To ‘make to swear by God,” Neh. xiii. 25. 
also occurs only 2 Chr, xxxvi. 13, where it is 
used of a heathen, Nebuchadnezzar, who did 
not know His Name. On the same ground 
Abimelech says to Abraham, and the Egyptian 
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God, thanksgiving unto God, do not occur there, but the expressions, 
“thanksgiving unto the Lord,” “congregation of the Lord,” only. 7) 
That the fuller and more solemn language is used upon the more solemn 
occasions!, In part too it occurs in spoken words”. It has been said 
truly, “*The variation is a guarantee to the accuracy of the relation, that 
the Levites (ch. 9.) pray differently from Nehemiah.” It would probably 
be the office of Ezra, the priest, not that of Nehemiah, the civil governor, 
to prepare that prayer. 

The historical ground alleged is, that the name of Jaddua who, accord- 
ing to Josephus *, was high priest in the time of Alexander, occurs in the 
book of Nehemiah. We ought, of course, to be slow to assume any gloss 
in Holy Scripture, unless the context absolutely requires it. But there 
is, I think, evidence that the name of Jaddua did not stand in Nehemiah. 
Ch. xii. opens with two lists of priests and Levites, those which went up 
with Zerubbabel and Jeshua, and those in the days of Joiakim the son of 
Jeshua. They are the priests and Levites, then, in two generations. The 
Levites are, in both cases, distributed into two classes, 1) those over the 
thanksgiving, 2) those who kept ward. These enumerations follow in an 
exact order; first, the priests who went up with Jeshua ®, then the Levites ®; 
then again, the priests in the days of Joiakim’, the sons of those men- 
tioned before, (except that no son of Hattush is named ;) and, after them, 
the chief of the Levites according to the former division *; lastly, the 
summary, ° These were in the days of Joiakim the son of Jeshwa,—in the days 
of Nehemiah the governor, and of Ezra the priest, the scribe. 

But in the midst of these connected accounts which give two genera- 
tions of high-priests, priests, and Levites, that of Jeshua and the next, 
there occur two lists of high-priests, which go down to the 6th generation 
from Jeshua ™, of the two last links of which no notice whatever is taken 


slave to David, Swear to me by God, Gen. xxi. 
23,1 Sam. xxx.15. Isaiah, prophesying of 
the Gospel, also has, shall swear by the God of 


The fear (ART) of God (Neh. v.15.) recurs 
in the remarkable prophecy, 2 Sam. xxiii. 3. 
In the Psalms (3 times) Proverbs (16 times) 


truth, Webs TON. The phrase shall, swear 
by the Lorp, occurs, in all, 11 times; Josh. ii. 
12, ix. 18, 19, Judg. xxi. 7,1 Sam. xxiv. 22. 
(21. Eng.] xxviii. 10. 2 Sam. xix. 8. (7. Eng.) 1 
Kgs. i. 17, ii. 8, 23. and Hif. Ib. 42. Abraham 
unites both to his servant, J will make thee 
swear by the Lorn, the God of heaven, and the 
God of earth. Gen. xxiv. 3. 

“Thanksgiving unto God,” ortosd nn 
xii. 46, occurs here only. ah NY occurs 
1 Chr. xvi. 41, 2 Chr. v. 13, vii. 3, 6, Ezr. iii. 11. 
but in 2 Chr. vy. 13, vii. 3, Bar. iii. 11. with the 
full addition, “for He is good, for His mercy 
endureth forever;” in 1 Chr. xvi. 41, 2 Chr. 
vii. 6. with the last clause only. Absolutely 


5 nyin> stands only 1 Chr. xvi. 7, but 
there too premised toa Psalm which opens 


5 sar Ib. 8. 


Isaiah (xi. 2,3, xxxiii. 6.) and 2 Chr. xix. 9, 
(charge of Jehoshaphat,) the fear of the Lord , 
is used. Neither occurs in narrative. 
(OTON WI oceurs Ps. xxxvi. 2. of “ fear 
toward God,” ND being used of “terror 
inspired by God,” 1 Sam. xi. 7, 2 Chr. xiv. 
13, (14. Eng.] xvii. 10, Is. ii. 10, 19, 21; and 
DON M5 only in 2 Chr. xx. 29, in the 
same sense.) 


1 viii. 5,9, 10, ix.3,4,5. 2 viii. 9, 19, ix. 5. 


3 Keil, Einl. p. 523. 4 Ant. xi. 8. 
5 xii. 1-7. SIb. 8, 9. LEbv 12-21. 
8 Ib. 24, 25. 9 Tb. 26. 


10 Tb. 10, 11, “And Jeshua begat Joiakim, and 
Joiakim begat Eliashib, and Eliashib begat 
Joiada, and Joiada begat Jonathan, and Jon- 
athan begat Jaddua.” Ib. 22, “The Levites 
in the days of Eliashib, Joiada, and Johanan, 
and Jaddua.” 
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in this context. Elsewhere also, in the history of Nehemiah, the last 
mentioned in the line of the high-priesthood is an unnamed son of the 
high-priest Joiada, the son of Eliashib!, who was himself the son of 
Joiakim, the last mentioned in this context; so that the history stops 
short of Jaddua. 

In the first of the two lists, even if it stands in part, it seems probable 
that some generations have anyhow been added. If it stood, “And 
Jeshua begat Joiakim,” the words would introduce the following state- 
ment of the priests in the days of Joiakim. But, as there is no sort of addi- 
tion more easily made, than that of some links of a genealogy, it is 
probable that at all events the latest links were added, which go beyond 
the history of Nehemiah. 

The two verses, containing the 2d list of names, are evidently altogether 
out of place. For they come between the statement as to the Priests and 
the Levites, which before were closely joined. Further, the name of 
Jaddua makes the two terms, which the verses assign, inconsistent. The 
first states, “?The Levites in the days of Eliashib, Joiada, and Johanan, 
and Jaddua, were written, chief fathers; and the priests in,” or during’, 
“the reign of Darius the Persian.”” According to which, Jaddua is appar- 
ently the last high-priest. But the statement immediately following 
makes the list to end in the high-priesthood before Jaddua. ‘“*The sons 
of Levi, the chief of the fathers, were written in the book of the chroni- 
cles, even until the days of Johanan, the son of Eliashib.” 

They would only be consistent between themselves, and with the his- 
tory of Nehemiah, if the name of Jaddua were omitted. 

But these verses have so evidently the character of a marginal note®, 
which has by some inadvertence been brought into the text, that it needs 
not to discuss details in them. They are evidently supplemental to the 
account in Nehemiah. That gives the priests and Levites in the times of 
Jeshua and Joiakim; this supplement makes a statement as to three 
or four generations, subsequent to that account, omitting those mentioned 
by Nehemiah. As a supplemental statement, written on the margin, 
they were transcribed into a wrong place. It is characteristic, that a 
school, which rejects with scorn the statement of Josephus, that a high- 
priest Jaddua shewed the prophecy of Daniel to Alexander, accepts 
the unhistorical confusion in the same context, whereby Josephus made 
“Sanballat the Horonite,” the contemporary and adversary of Nehemiah, 


1 xiii. 28. 

2xij. 22, Johanan, in this list, oceupies the 
same place as Jonathan in the former, xii. 11- 
It may be, that the one was the son of Joiada, 
whom Nehemiah expelled. 

smiadn Sy. 4b. 23. 

5 Even Herzfeld says p. 314, “vy. 22. 23. are 
anyhow of later origin; for they interrupt 
yet more strongly [than 10, 11.] the context, 
which requires that, as in y. 8, ‘the heads of 
the Levites’ in Joiakim’s days should follow 


20 


upon ‘the heads of the priests.’ I do not 
account them interpolated, but rather as 
erroneously come from the margin into the 
text. Lassign also each verse to a separate 
author,.&e.” In p. 307, he speaks of them as 
“acknowledged by all to be interpolated.” 
But they suit the theory of Zunz too well to 
part with, (pp. 26, 27.) and from him have 
been accepted by those who impugn the rest, 
De Wette, Ewald, (G. Isr. i. 230.) Stabelin, 
Davidson, il. 147, 8. 
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in the 20th year of Artaxerxes, B. C. 445, to be a contemporary of Alexan- 


der, 118 years afterward }. 


No other, even plausible, ground has been alleged, for separating what 


is plainly one coherent whole. 


The rest which has been said are mostly 


mere insolent assumptions against Holy Scripture, grounded on un- 


belief. 


It has long ago been observed, that offences which Malachi upbraids 
are so precisely the same as those which Nehemiah corrected on his 


1 Nehemiah says that a son of Joiada the 
high-priest, the son of Eliashib, married a 
daughter of Sanballat the Horonite, and that 
he himself expelled him from Jerusalem. 
(xiii. 28.) Josephus omits all mention of San- 
ballat at the time of Nehemiah, whom he 
places under Xerxes, and makes Sanballat 
“a satrap sent by the last king Darius to 
Samaria,” who married his danghter Nicaso, 
to Manasseh, the brother of Jaddua, and son 
of John, the son of Judas, the son of Eliashib, 
(Ant. xi. 7.) who are the Johanan, son of 
Joiada, son of Eliashib, in Neh. xii. 22. 

21) It was mere carelessness, when De Wette 
said,“ The words D135, (sagans, rulers,) on 
(nobles,) characteristic of Nehemiah, ii. 16, 
iv. 8, 18, v. 7, 17, vi. 17, vii. 5, xii. 40, xiii, 11. 
do not occur in ch. viii. ix. x., and instead, 
DIS -wWS occurs viii. 13.” (followed by 
Day. ii. 141.) “Sagans” is not so character- 
istic of Nehemiah, since it occurs of Jewish 
civil prefects in Ezra (ix. 2.); still less DN 
“nobles,” since it occurs in Eccl. x. 17, 1 
Keg. xxi) 8) 11, Ts. xxxivy. 12, Jer. xxvii. 20; 
Xxxix.6. Butin all the places of Nehemiah 
except one, being civil titles, they are used in 
civil matters. In that one, xii. 40, Nehemiah 
says, how, on the day of the dedication of the 
city-wall, there were two processions round 
the wall, in which laity, priests, singers, were 
each divided into halves, and in consequence 
of that division half of the sagans were with 
him, half of the princes of Judah, (he used 
the words as equivalent xii. 31, 32,40,) headed 
the other company. It was a religious cere- 
monial on the completion of the great civil 
work which God had prospered. On the other 
occasion, which was purely religious, a public 
exposition of Holy Scripture by Ezra, he 
classifies those present only as, “people, 
levites, priests;” much as we might speak 
of clergy and people, without speaking of 
noblemen or State-Officers. But to express 
that those who were present were “the heads 
of families,” he used the well-known Penta- 
teuch expression, “heads of the fathers,” 
which he himself used ina chapter, admitted 
to be his, vii. 70,71. “Heads of the fathers 
to all the people” expressed what the terms 


“sagans and nobility” would not express, 
unless “all the heads of families” in London 
meant its aristocracy. 

2) The title Tirshatha is a title which the 
Persian prefects of Judea had. It is used 
absolutely of Zerubbabel, (Ezr. ii. 63, Neh. 
vii. 65.) added by Nehemiah, in his signature 
to a document, (x. 2.) [1. Eng.] and on one 
public occasion, when he was joined with 
Ezra, (viii. 9.) and under which, without his 
name, he records a gift of his to the treasury 
for the expenses apparently of re-peopling 
Jerusalem. (vii.70.) It is used 5 times in all; 
in three cases, of Nehemiah. Pechah is of 
much more extensive use. It is used, after 
the captivity, of the Governor of Judeea, by 
Haggai of Zerubbabel, and by Malachi in the 
time of Nehemiah. Nehemiah speaks of the 
bread of the Pechah (i.e. the allowance made 
to him) v. 14,18; of “all the time in which he 
was their Pechah” (Di9) v.14; “the [Persian] 
Pechahs beyond the river,” li. 7,9; of “the 
throne of the Pechah on this side the river,” 
at Jerusalem, iii. 7. In the list of priests and 
Levites in ch. xii. alone, he is called “ Nehe- 
miah the Pechah,” xii. 26. Why this case, 
which does not secur in the narrative, is to 
ruie the other eases, or, since both names 
are given to Zerubbabel, both should not be 
given to Nehemiah, I know not. 

8) No histories can well be more evidently 
distinet, than Ezra iii. and ix. are from Neh. 
viii. Yet Zunz speaks of “a relation, partly 
dressing out what had been already related, . 
partly repeating, as belonging to Ezra and 
Nehemiah, what had already been related of 
Zerubbabel.” (p, 24, translated by Day. ii. 142, 
3.) “It is conformable to the character of 
the Chronicle-writer, that he forgets to make 
the people take notice of the day of atone- 
ment, which oecurs five days only before the 
feast of Tabernacles, directly contradicts (vy. 
17.) his own account of the former festival, 
(Ezr. iii. 4.) and even (v. 15.) quotes passages 
from the Pentateuch which are not there.” 
(p. 25, also nearly translated, Day. ii. 143.) 
Nehemiah quotes no passage at all. He says 
that they found written in the law, that they 
should dwell in booths in the feast of the 7th 
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return as governor, that the two probably co-operated in their reforma- 
tion; Malachi, as the prophet; Nehemiah, as the civil Governor. Yet 
two classes of the offences stand in no evident connection. They were 
against God and man. Out of avarice, they offered imperfect and worth- 
less sacrifices, and withheld the tithes; they had put away their wives, to 
marry heathen women. To these is added, that priests were not correc- 
tors of the evil, but corruptors 1. 

So then, from the examination of the later books themselves, we come 
back to the statement of Josephus, that the canon closed with the last 
prophet, the last historical book ending with the reform of those same 
varied abuses, which the last prophet denounced in the'name of God; 
and the canon was closed about the beginning of the fourth century 
before our Lord, above two centuries before Antiochus Epiphanes. 

With this agrees the tradition in the Talmud, that “?the men of the 
great Synagogue wrote Ezekiel, the twelve, [minor prophets] Daniel, and 
the book of Esther; Ezra wrote his book and the genealogy of the Chron- 
icles down to Jo. Rab says, Ezra did not go up from Babylon until he 
wrote his genealogy; and so he went up. And who finished it? Nehe- 
miah.” 

It is clear, both from the context of the whole, and from the details, 
that by “wrote,” they did not mean “ composed,” but “inscribed.” For 
in no other sense could they be said to write the twelve minor prophets, 
of whom it is there said, “*our fathers made a large volume of them, 
that they might not be lost for their littleness.”” As they inscribed in the 
Canon ‘ the twelve, so they inscribed in it Ezekiel, Daniel, and the book 
of Esther, which could not have been inscribed in it before, being written 
in the Captivity. 

What historical grounds then are there to allege, why Daniel had not 


month, and that they should proclaim that 
boughs should be brought to make booths, as 
was written. But itis contained in the law 
that the three great feasts were to be pro- 
claimed. (Ley. xxiii.4.) The sort of trees also, 
of which the booths were to’ be made, are 
mentioned, fruit-bearing boughs of goodly trees, 
branches of palm-trees, and boughs of thick trees, 
and willows of the brook. (Ib. 40.) It was 
directed also that they should dwell in booths. 
(Ib. 42, 3.) It is hardly credible that language 
so insolent should be used, either because, 
in Nehemiah’s time, it was understood that 
the proclaiming of the festival involved the 
proclamation to make preparations for it, or 
that they specified as trees, the olive and 
oleaster and myrtle, as explanations or appli- 
cations of the directions in the Law. Most 
enlightened and large-hearted criticism! 
The words, “since the days of Joshua the son 
of Nun unto that day had not the children of 
Israel done so,” are, Zunz himself owns, like 
those sayings in the Chronicles, (2) xxxv. 18. 


“there was no passover, like to that, kept in 
Israel from the days of Samuel the prophet,” 
&e. or of Hezekiah’s passover, “since the 
time of Solomon—there was not the like in 
Jerusalem.” (Ib. xxx. 26.) And so in the 
book of Kings also. (2 Kgs. xxiii. 22.) But 
then what Nehemiah speaks of is the great- 
ness of the festival, which, of course, does 
not in the least contradict the fact, that there 
had been a festival kept in the depressed 
condition of the first band of returned exiles, 
amid the “fear upon them because of the 
people of those countries.” Ezr. iii. 3,4. The 
prospect of a Commentary on Ezra and Nehe- 
miah, by an able writer, in our long-planned 
series, relieves me from further details. 

1 Neh. xiii. 4, 5, 7, 28, Mal. ii. 1-9. 

2 Baba bathra, f. 15. 1. 3 Tb. f. 14. 2. 

4So0 Kimchi says, “they wrote it [the Psal- 


ter] in the canon of the Kethubim, })3N3 


onan Sieh. not in that of the prophets.” 
Pref. in Ps. | 
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his place in the Canon then, when every other book now in the Canon 
had? 

Grounds alleged have been these; 1) that, had he written in the Cap- 
tivity, he must have been quoted, or alluded to, by subsequent writers, 
especially by the son of Sirach: 2) the Jews disparaged him by placing 
his book, not among the prophets, but in the Hagiographa. 

Now, since the place where people have missed him in Ecclesiasticus 
is among the prophets, in that the author does mention Isaiah, Ezekiel, 
Jeremiah, and perhaps, (though this is doubtful) the twelve, and does not 
mention Daniel, plainly his not mentioning him there implies no more 
than that the Jews in his time had the same arrangement as they have 
now. If they had any good ground for the arrangement, this plainly is 
no disparagement at all, any more than it is as to David. The arrange- 
ment of the Canon among the Jews, although different from that of the 
Christian Church, proceeded on definite and legitimate principles. 1) 
The law, as the original fountain-head of revelation, stands at the head ; 
2) then all those books, believed to have been written by men exercising 
the prophetic office, whether those called the first prophets (the historical 
books from Joshua to the Kings,) or what we call the prophets, they the 
later prophets; 8) then, a more miscellaneous class, “Scriptures,” sacred 
writings, Hagiographa, written by persons who, whether endowed with 
the gift of prophecy or no, had not the pastoral office of the prophet. 
This last class consisted even chiefly of persons in high secular office. 
There were kings, as David who, in that wider sense, was eminently a 
Prophet ; Solomon, who wrote at least one glorious Psalm, prophetic of 
Christ; Ezra, who had charge to lead his people back from their captivity, 
the priest, the scribe”, yet who speaks of Haggai and Zechariah, as having 
an: office of “ prophets®” distinct from his own ;—Ezra, the author of the 
Chronicles as well as of the book which bears his name ; Nehemiah ; pro- 
bably Mordecai also, as the author of the book of Esther. The distribu- 
tion is allowable; since plainly it is as permissible to class books accord- 
ing to the offices borne by their authors, as according to the subjects of 
the books themselves. But according to this distribution, the book of 
Daniel could occupy no other place than it does. Daniel had no imme- 
diate office of a practical teacher of his people. He was the statesman, 
the protector probably, not the direct teacher of his people. The histori- 
cal portion of his book contains some great dispensations of God, set 
down in the order in which they took place, but with no account of the 
date of its composition.. The prophetic portions of his book, in which he 
himself was the organ of prophecy, belong to the last years of a life beyond 
the common age of man. His first vision was probably not vouchsafed, 
until he had reached the fourscore years, after which man’s Ordinary lot 
is suffering and sorrow. Even at this period, those visions were but 
insulated events in his life, gifts vouchsafed to him in the midst of a 
secular life. Daniel, in the four visions which, in the last years of his 


1Ps, xxii. 2 Ezr. vii. 6, 11, 12, Neh. viii. 4, 9, 13, xii. 26, 36. 3 Ezr. y. 1. 
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life, were vouchsafed to him, was the recipient and transmitter of great 
revelations. Still his office was different from that of those whom God 
sent, daily rising up early and sending them}, to speak in His Name the 
words which He gave them. Their’s was an abiding spirit of prophecy 
resting upon them; to him, as far as we are told, insulated revelations 
only were disclosed. 

It does not affect us, whether the later Jews were right or wrong in 
distinguishing between those who wrote “?through the spirit of Pro- 
phecy,” and those who wrote “through the Holy Ghost.” The dis- 
tinction might be true, if they meant to express, by “the spirit of pro- 
phecy,” the habitual gift of the Holy Ghost to those called to the office 
of prophet ; and by “the Holy Ghost,” the occasional or specific gifts of 
the Holy Ghost to write what He willed to be written by them.’ The dis- 
tinction belongs to the inspired persons, not to the substance of the things 
conveyed by them. For in both cases alike the language implies, that 
these men of God *spake, moved by the Holy Ghost, and that what they 
taught was infallible. The distinction appears to be altogether a late one; 
and probably was erroneous in the character which the modern Jews 
ascribed to “the spirit of prophecy,” in that they imagined those under 
its influence to be deprived of the ministry of the outward senses. Still 
they did not mean by the distinction to disparage the greatness of Daniel’s 
prophecies. 

Josephus says, that he was “‘one of the greatest prophets.” And 
whereas the Talmud mentions a saying, that ‘“ Haggai, Zechariah, Mala- 
chi, had this above him, that they were prophets, and he was not a pro- 
phet®,” yet they themselves explain this to mean, “* that he was not sent 
to Israel for the office of prophecy;” i. e. as said above, that he had not 
the prophetic office. It was part of that same saying, that, in another 
respect, “7he was greater than they, in that he saw the vision which they 
saw not.” And the Talmud says, “*if all the wise of the nations were in 
one scale of the balance, and Daniel in the other, he would outweigh 
them all.”” And Abarbanel says, that “*he stood in the secret of God 
and heard His words,” and assents to the Rabbins who, in the Seder 
Olam, count him among the prophets, and “this they said, not in the 
way of metaphor, or of mission, but in the way of precision and truth.” 

In the one sense, then, as the organs of prophecy, David and Daniel 
were prophets and very great prophets. If the term “prophet” be taken 


Jer, evil. oy 255X147, XK. 8, 45 REVI 5, 
xix. 19, xxx (33, xxx. 14, 15, xliv. 42 
Chr. xxxvi. 15. 

2Maimon. More Neboch. ii. 45. pp. 317 sqq. 
Kim. |. ¢. Preef. ad Psalm. 

82 Pet. i. 21. 4 Ant. x. 11. 7. 

533) w5 177°) Sanhedr. c. xi. Megill. ¢.1. 
quoted by Carpz. Intr. iii. 235, 6. and 
Voisin on Mart. Pug. Fid. P. ii. e. iii. 2 iii. 
p. 295. 

6 The tradition is a childish one, that those 


three prophets were Daniel’s companions 
who saw not the vision. Dan. x. 7. But it 
may be a vehicle of real meaning. Anyhow 
the tradition, that he was superior to the 
three in some way, is of the same value as 
the other, in regard to the Jewish belief, 
which is the only point at issue. 

7 En Israel in Megilla f. 144, ec. 3 ap. Carpz. 
ib. 236. 

8 Yoma quoted in Carpz. ib. 

8 Abarb. in Dan. p. 17, 3. 
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in the meaning of “exercising the prophetic office,” then, to deny that 
they were, in this sense, “ prophets,” is only to own that God called David 
to be the shepherd of His people, and, in His Providence, raised the cap- 
tive Daniel to high secular office in a heathen court. What no one 
imagines to be a disparagement to the Patriarch David, whose memory 
was so reverenced, cannot have been meant as a discredit to Daniel. 

Nor, clearly, is it any argument against the existence of the book of 
Daniel in the time of the son of Sirach, that that writer did not speak of 
its author in a place which he did not occupy in the Canon. The pane- 
gyric is no catalogue. Its leading principle seems to be to praise men, 
eminent for their place along the line of history from the creation; the 
Patriarchs, Adam, Seth, Enoch, before the flood; Noah, Shem, Abr aham, 
Isaac, Jacob, Joseph, before the Exodus; Moses, Aaron, Phinehas, in the 
wilderness; Joshua, Caleb, and the Judges generally, in the first period in 
the promised land; Samuel; then Nathan, David, Solomon, Hezekiah, 
Josiah; and, on occasion of Hezekiah, the prophecies of Isaiah; then, 
Jeremiah, as prophesying the captivity; Ezekiel; and, in the present 
text, the Twelve’; after the captivity, Zorobabel, Joshua son of Josedech, 
who rebuilt the temple; Nehemiah, who restored the walls. Daniel had 
not so marked an office for his people, as Ezra, who yet is equally omit- 
ted. It is not as a man, that we miss him in the enumeration, but that 
he does not occupy the place among the prophets, where we are accus- 
tomed to see him. 

The argument “from silence” is precarious at all times. Here it is the 
more nugatory, because it stands in conflict not only with the history of 
the canon generally, but with facts as to the book of Daniel itself. 

We have language of his prayer used in Nehemiah; reference to his 
visions in Zechariah; and, at the times in which the writer must have 
lived, had he not been the prophet, viz. the Maccabee times, we have 
quotations not of the book only, but of its Greek trs aeletien: in the 3d 
(the Jewish) Sibylline book. It is quoted in the 1st book of Maccabees, 


1xlix. 10. The Syr. Vulg. and the exstant 
MSS, have the words, “And of the 12 pro- 
phets let the bones flourish again out of their 
place;” yet, as they stand, what follows can 
hardly be construed, rapexadrece Sé Tov “lakvB 
Kal éAuTpOoaTo avTovs ev miarer éAmidos, “ but 
he [sing.] comforted Jacob, and redeemed 
[sing.] them in faith of hope.” For the best 
authorities, Cod. Sinait. Vat. and others, are 
decided in retaining the singular, The plural 
of the Alex. looks like a correction, as also 
Vulg. Syr. which paraphrase. Some MSS. 
evidently have the plural, as a conjecture, 
since they have the sing. too. So then there 
is the double anomaly, that the Imperatives 
are inserted in the midst of the narrative 
form,and the number is changed. It has 
been proposed to remedy this, by placing the 
clause as to the Twelve prophets after the 


words, mapexadeoe—éArridos ; sothat the clause, 
“he comforted Jacob,” &c. should be a con- 
tinuation of what he said of Ezekiel. Only, 
there is no more authority for transposing 
the words, than for omitting them. The only 
way, in which the words can be construed, 
is to understand them to be spoken of God. 
Yet this too is not according to the analogy 
of the other verses, in which that is attri- 
buted to the prophets, which God did by 
them. (xlviii. 2, 6, 23, xlix. 7,9.) The construe- 
tion and course of thought would certainly 
be easier, if the clause as to the Twelve were 
omitted. The words “let their bones flourish 
out of their place,” had already occurred, in 
xlyi. 12, and were probably transferred here 
by one who missed the mention of the 
Twelve. The writer had alluded to Malachi’s 
closing prophecy, xlviii. 10. 


AND THAT IN NEHEMIAH. Bill 


and at some time, at the least not later, in the book of Baruch; and, 
men allow too now, in the book of Enoch. I stated in a former lecture, 
how Ezekiel speaks of Daniel in two respects, his wisdom and his right- 
eousness, just as he appears in his book. 

i. The correspondence between the prayer of Daniel and that in Nehe- 
miah has been acknowledged and even exaggerated by the opponents of 
the book of Daniel. First they urged, that if the book had been written 
by Daniel, it would have been referred to in the later books}. When the 
reference was observed, they quictly assumed as self-evident, that the 
prayer in Daniel was copied from that of Nehemiah*. They alleged in 
proof of the lateness of the book of Daniel, what had itself first to be 
proved, and which is not true. 

Nothing can be less like one another, than the two long prayers of 
Daniel and of the Levites in Nehemiah in the main. They are alike 
only, in so far as both are confessions of sins. But the prayer in Nehe- 
miah*, like some of the historical Psalms, turns wholly upon facts. It is 
a confession of God’s mercies from the call of Abraham, of their own dis- 
obedience from the wilderness onward, and of the justice of their punish- 
ment, ending with a profession of amendment. It proceeds in one 
steady unbroken course of narrative, from first to last. It contains 
scarcely a petition. Just toward the end, there is that one, ‘let not all the 
trouble seem little to Thee, which hath come wpon us. But they expected no 
marked interposition then; they confessed their sins, owned God’s long- 
suffering and their unrighteousness, renewed the covenant, and left the 
future to God. It is the prayer of one, whose memory is well and ex- 
actly stored with the precise words in which Moses had written. Through- 
out that part of the prayer, which relates to the history in the Pentateuch, 
idioms and sentences of the Pentateuch are worked in*; even the precise 


1In regard to Zechariah, the argument is ed. 7. “Daniel employs not only Ezekiel, 


continued even in the posthumous “ Intro- 
duction” by Bleek; “Had the book been 
composed by Daniel, and so, extant from the 
time of Cyrus and known among the Jews, 
one should expect to find use made of it in 
the Prophets after the captivity, Haggai, 
Malachi, and especially Zechariah i-viili— 
But there is nothing of the sort. Jeremiah’s 
prophecies of the Messiah have exercised 
an influence over Zechariah’s conception of 
the idea of the Messiah; but the visions of 
Daniel, none.” inl. 1860. p. 589. Davidson, 
iii. 171, translates Bleek. 

2 The passage ch. ix. contains verbal imi- 
tations of Nehemiah.” Leng. p-Ix. “ Through 
the expression D°IDDM ix. 2, [see ab. p. 311.] 
we are directed to the time after Nehemiah, 
and also by the employment of the book of 
Nehemiah, v. 4; comp. i. 5, ix. 32; v. 15, Neh. 
ix. 10; v. 8, Neh, ix. 34.” Id. p. 411, In p. Ixi. 
he speaks of “the great use of the book of 
Weh. in ch. ix.” De W. adopted the argument, 


who, in the case of the genuineness of the 
book, stood near him, but also (ch. ix.) Neh. 
ix.” Einl. p. 347; then Stahelin, p. 349, and . 
Dav. iii. 194. 

3ix. 6-17. 4 Th. 32. 

5Neh.ix. 8, 8 NN MIT Wy NID) 
iyd NI-P IS Gen. xv. 18, AR IS 
PINT Ay AD] PU? Tx) 7g ors. 
The names of the nations follow in each. Neh. 
ix. 9, DYINDA I DIS YY Ns NYA) Ex. iii. 
7, DUIS WAS DY ID NN]. Neh. ix. 
10, YD. 533 mp3 png nn jan 
Deut. vi. 22, my 3-0" napa nnix jm 
img $233. Neh.ix.11, D399 Ayp3 DN 
mw OD yn2 Way") Ex. xiv. 16, 
sing—aNd) saypar os Oy TTR TE 
mv/3°3 DT add 22. Neh. Ib. Ex. xv. 4, 
yae 2 Adina. Neb. Ib. Is. xliii. 16. 


ey NEHEMIAH AND OTHERS 


words are retained, in which Moses reminds them that their clothes waxed 
not old, and their feet swelled not, although the last word occurs in those 
two places alone. This was done of set purpose; for the writer used, 
where he willed, language of his own. In the same way in which he 
used the language of the Pentateuch and of other earlier Scripture, the 
writer of that long confession used also language of Daniel’s prayer. 

Daniel’s prayer, on the contrary, is rhetorical, so to say, not historical. 
Its subject is, what musi be a creature’s confession of sin, God’s righteous- 
ness, man’s unrighteousness. But it is one eloquent, fervid, tide of 
prayer. The prayer rises and falls alternately, in a prolonged chequered 
cadence, as it sets forth or owns successively God’s faithfulness, their 
unfaithfulness; God’s righteousness, their confusion through their un- 
righteousness; God’s property of mercy, their sins calling down His 
foreannounced justice; then one brief reference to the deliverance from 
Egypt, and an impassioned gush of prayer rolling on and on, until the 
last, Lord, tarry not, Lord, hearken and do, overcometh God, and his 
prayer is answered. Apart from evidence, no one could doubt which had 
used the language of the other. 

It is not much which the two prayers have in common, except what is 
common to all prayer in distress, the confession of sins past and present 
which bring down God’s chastisement upon the sinner, or the sinful 


nation, and thereon, what was peculiar to Israel, the pleading of the 


Dy} DDB. Neh. ix.12, DIVTI Iy Woy33 
on? aya moo we TypyD) DD Ex. 
xiii. 21. WH ‘pany BY. Ways oy 
Dn? yen) wy TOYS nN? 2) Neh. ix. 15, 
Ib. ya nN net) a pnb 4 px) 
pn ANY FP NS DN wis Deut. i. s, 
y pay) WS PINT AN aw IN3 
ond nnd-p2 pay. Ex. vi. 8 “18271 
nnd “TD MY ONY? WS PINT ON DIS 


pb Ane ANI) apyy aby pny) paaNb. 
Neh. ix. 16, 2 Kgs. xvii. 14, Be Vii. 26, wp 
DS Vy DS (from Pent.). Neh. ix. 17, pan 
30n =‘ah) D DS 7S D417) from Ex. xxxiv. 
6, transposing aD} Din. Neh. ix. 18, 
Pros APN ADO Say ond sy 
Dy Ty WN, with the remarkable 
change into the singular, from Ex. xxxii. 8, 
SARIS mds NY —TIDON Day. oD wy 
DID YIN? oy awa Sey. | Nen. 
ix, 20, naw 4 Ps. xiii, 10, 70 
aw. Neh. ix. 21, 09D99 MI DPS Ww) 
PM ND Wawa Deut. ii. 7, DyI Iw AI 
NIT AION ND yoy POX mw Neh. 


Ib. ‘ps2 xb pardan 353 No omni. 


Deut. viii 4, Po Td. Nd ADDY 
psa Ny) 927. Neh. ix.23, 933 DVI 


[hy ea 13955. Gen. xxii.17, JWUASTAW 
D ‘wa "39333. Neh. ix. 24, DVD? YIDAY 
PINT ae NN. Deut. ix. 3, DFID" NIT) 
pao. Neb. ix.25, 3 53 -oKNdp oI 
aya SDNY-DINT) ODID DDT NI. 
Deut. vi. 11, x5 TWN 330 53 ox tn DAD 
HIINI-D Ny) DIS Daw ND Od 
Wy). Neb. ix. 27, Oy win pay yan 
Dwr), Jud. iio, 9999 yrwo » op 
yw OM. Neh. ix. 29, pusving 
DIND TMM) OTS MB IS DINU. Lev. 
xviii. 5, DINT Ons mvp TUS waw Ds) 
dia ‘tab: ‘Neh. Ib. Zech. vii. ll, aa) AN 
NVI. Neh. ix. 31, 793 oMwY.NY. Ezek. 
xx. 17, VBS TD DAI wy Nd, New. 
ix. 32, Num. xx. 14, TR ANoAn re DS 
SDSS add Bx, xviii, §. Neh. ix. ‘35, 6, 
MMIS MD-pIay, xO-y yawsa+oM, 
DM} DI. Deut. xxviii. 47,3399 3939 
NWS DA PR AS ATI ‘O63 4p 
» ms Ay. 
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promise that God would, on their repentance, restore them. The prayer 
in Nehemiah had almost come to its close, before there is any point of 


contact with that of Daniel. 


The first words of Daniel’s 


prayer, how- 


ever, which are themselves a re-moulding of a doctrinal statement in the 
Pentateuch, so reappear in the two prayers in Nehemiah!, as to shew 
that those of his day were familiar with that great deep prayer of 


Daniel. 


ii. Nehemiah could naturally allude only to language of Daniel; his 
history had no natural bearing on the history of prophecies of Daniel. 


1Pan. ix. 4. Neh. ix. 32,i.4. The basis of 
the passages is Deut. vii. 9, “know that 


jaw OND OTST NT PS mT 
ella) rand ron) man De 
1x. ” The last clause is slightly modified 
from the decalogue, Ex. xx. 6, TOM ney 
‘MID “WWI ITN D’DIN? (Deut. v. 10.) 


This, as being a fundamental statement of 
God’s relation to His people, was variously 
applied, Solomon, in memory of his father 
and of God's promises to him, addressed it 
in thankfulness, “ Lord God of Israel, there is 
no God like Thee—Who keepect covenant and 
mercy with Thy servants, that walk before Thee 
with a perfect heart.” JON) W130 nw 


pa? 23 pia) orsdan yy 1 Kes. 
viii. 23. 2 Chr. vi. 14. Those times of faith- 
fulness were gone. Daniel took the words 
of Deuteronomy, but instead of “the faith- 
ful,” he spake to God, as “the great, the aw- 


ful,” Vw samy Sa Oe TN NIN 


rns ws Yr aad TOMA) WT ix. 
4. The attribute of God is twice pleaded to 
Him in Nehemiah; but, both times, so as to 
shew that he took it from Daniel, not from 
Deuteronomy, for in each case he takes 
words, which are in Daniel, and are not in 
Deuteronomy. In both he uses the charac- 
teristic words, the great, the awful God;” in 
i. 5, he begins with the word of entreaty, 
which Daniel had revived from the Penta- 
teuch, NIN. (Gen. 1. 17, Ex. xxxii. 31, Dan. 
ix. 4, Neh. i. 5, else only in Ps. exviii. 25, the 
Psalm doubtless of dedication of the second 
temple, and so, posterior to Daniel. The 
word is written mas 2 Kgs. xx. 3, Is. xxxvili. 
3, Jon. i. 14, iv. 2, Ps. exvi. 4, 16.) In both 
prayers in Nehemiah, something is added. 
Ini.5, he uses his own title, “God of heaven ;” 
ix. 32, he adds the title, the mighty (353.17) 
ana stops at “keeping covenant and mercy.” 
While both prayers of Nehemiah could be 
founded on that of Daniel, that of Daniel 
could not be taken from either of Nehemiah; 
net from Neh. ix. 32, because it is incom- 


plete; not from that in Neh. i. 5, because, 
although it is natural that Nehemiah should 
have added the title which he uses else- 
where, “God of heaven,” there would have 
been no reason why Daniel, had he used his 
words, should have omitted them. 

Of two other expressions, which Daniel 
and Nehemiah have in common, the one, ix. 
15, and Thou madest for Thee a Name as at 


this day, FIN DVD OW 19 wys was, in 
Daniel, certainly a reminiscence of Jeremiah, 
(xxxii. 20,) since the context is so. The 
words, with which Daniel introduces it, “ And 
now, O Lord our God, Who broughtest Thy 
people forth from the land of Egypt,” are near- 
ly identical with those which follow it in Jere- 
miah, (xxii. 21.) WH APTOS IN TAD 
abetia) ay a DW) YIN OY ns DRyin 
PIN? ONIN PpE-TE Ny 
API WId ONgII9 NN] Oy Jer. 
Only, Daniel used the wy fA) for the nyyary 
of Jeremiah. That same form occurs in Nehe- 
miah, and since the context in Nehemiah is 
areminiscence of the Pentateuch not of 
Jeremiah, and the whole passage has several 
such reminiscences, there is a probability 
that these words too were taken from Daniel 
in whom they occur exactly, not from Jere- 
miah. 

The third place in Daniel is a reminiscence 
of Jeremiah. The accumulation, “our kings, 
our princes, our fathers,” or the like, appears 
repeatedly in Jeremiah. Daniel owns, “we 
have not hearkened unto Thy servants the 
prophets, which spake in Thy Name to our 
kings, our princes, and our fathers, and to 
all the people of the land.” ix. 6. This is 
especially the complaint in Jeremiah. (See 
ab. p. 308.) Then he confesses that “right- 
eousness is God’s, confusion of face,” theirs; 
and enumerates again those on whom that 
shame had fallen, “to us, our kings, our 
princes, and our fathers,” and “to the men 
of Judah and the inhabitants of Jerusalem.” 
This is also a favorite enumeration in Jere- 
miah, (xi. 2, xviii. 11, xxxy. 13. and the 


Dan. 


314 TWO OF ZECHARIAH’S VISIONS ALLUDE TO DANIEL, 

Two in the brief series of Zechariah’s visions presuppose Daniel’s pro- 
phecies of the four world-empires. They were given to those, who were 
already in possession of the full disclosures to Daniel, and cannot be 
understood without them. They are visions, describing in different 
pictures the gradual restoration of God’s people until the Coming of 
Christ. Babylon had fallen; Israel had been partially, yet only very 
partially, restored. Zechariah’s prayer, like that of Daniel, had been, 
“1 Lord, how long?” In answer to the prayer, there are exhibited to 
him the four horns, as the obstacle to its complete restoration, and those 
who should fray them away”. The four horns were together symbols of 
all world-empire, yet were in themselves hardly significant, either as to 
their number or their power, apart from the symbol of the animal which, 
in: Daniel’s visions, wielded them. The same four-fold division of power 
recurs in the vision of the four chariots* which issue from between the 
two mountains of brass, with horses red, black, white, grizzled, strong, 
(for so only can the word‘ be rendered.) Those who have not explained 
this vision by aid of Daniel’s four world-empires have been puzzled, 1) 
why the title strong should have been given to one set only of these sym- 
bols of power; 2) why, in the explanation of the Angel, the first symbol, 
the chariot with the red horses, disappears. Four symbols of earthly 
power are exhibited to the prophet; three only are explained. Obviously, 
since the symbols represent the same as in Daniel, there was nothing to 
be said about the first monarchy; for it was gone. Of the black horses, 
the symbol of the second, it is said®, they have made My anger to rest on the 
North country, i.e. on Babylon, of which the former prophets had ever 


like, xvii. 20, xxv. 2, xxxv. 17.) Both 
enumerations occur in Jeremiah xxxii. 32, 
DIM WY DID 7D MDA INIT? WY WH 
WT) TP WN) DIP AN OIDs 
poviyn. Again, in these same verses, the 
phrase, “the near and the far,” DPA 


D PIN, Dan. ix. 7, is also Jeremiah’s, 


Xxy. 26, (originally in Deut. xiii. 8,) and that, 
“in all lands whither Thou hast driven them,” 
DY DAMNTT WH NY INT-ID3, Dan. ix. 7, 
Jer. xxiii. 3, 8, XXxii. 37. ; 

The passage in Nehemiah, ix. 32, is also 
probably a reminiscence of Jeremiah, since 
two classes are enumerated, “ our priests and 
our prophets,” which do not oceur in Daniel, 
but do occur in Jeremiah, ii. 26, where the 
context is the same as in Nehemiah, and, in 
part, in Daniel; “so is the house of Israel 
ashamed, they, their kings, their princes, 
and their priests, and their prophets,” 
DIVIDED Nw ma wean 43 
DIP oMINS oA Ww. In this case 
then the likeness probably arises from both 
Daniel and the writer of the prayer in Nehe- 


miah having their minds stored with the 
prophecies of Jeremiah. 

14,12. 

3 vi. 1-3. 

4D°XON. Tho rvot, which is so common 
in Hebrew, has no other meaning than that 
of “strength,” as Aquila and Vulg. render, 
kaptepoi, fortes. The guess, that it was a 
color, seems to have arisen from its being 
joined with other colors; hence LXX Wapot, 
“ dapple-gray,” Jon. P3pOp from “ashes.” 
Both then took it to be equivalent to 0°73, 
with which it is joined. The further guess, 
that yos might be i.g. y3OM, Is. Ixiii. 1, 
(Boch, Hieroz, i. p. 111.) was founded on the 
idea, that the “ved horses” must be meant 
in vi.7. But, over and aboye the presump- 
that yx must be taken in the uniform 
sense of the root, it is inconceivable, that an 
epithet, used to describe the horses of the 4th 
chariot in vi. 3. should be used to describe 
those of the first chariot in vi.7. Gesenius 
(Thes. p. 118,) and even Maurer, Hitzig, gave 
up the conjectural meaning; Ewald would 
retain it. 

5 vi. 8. 


21, 18-21. 


BOOK OF BARUCH. 315 
spoken, as the North. The third, it is said!, go forth after them; for the 
Greek empire occupied the same portion of the earth as the Persian. 
The fourth, the Roman, is designated by the grizzled and strong horses, 
corresponding to those characteristics of strength and mingled character, 
so prominent in the fourth empire in Daniel. These also are represented 
in two relations, 1) in their specific bearing on the Jewish people, they! 
go forth into the south country, 2) in their wide-spread solid empire, by per- 
mission of God, *they walk to and fro on the earth. Upon this their estab- 
lishment there follows, as in Daniel, the prophecy of the Coming of 
Christ, *the Man Whose name is the Branch. 

This, which was in the main the old interpretation of Jews‘ and 
Christians, is free from those difficulties, from which those who forsook 
it have not been able to extricate themselves; but it presupposes the ex- 
istence of the book of Daniel. Daniel’s visions could not have been 
expanded out of this vision of Zechariah. Zechariah’s vision would not 
be suggestive of them. It is not a mere fragment or sketch, which could 
be expanded. It itself requires the explanation, which Daniel’s visions, 
in themselves so full and so one on the very points upon which this is 
obscure, supply. 

iii. The book of Baruch consists apparently of two portions, the for- 
mer® probably translated from the Hebrew °, the latter bearing no marks 
of a translation. The former which is, with an historical introduction, a 
prayer for the Jews in Jerusalem to offer for their brethren, is chiefly in 
the language of the ancient Hebrew Scriptures, using largely the lan- 
guage of the law, of Jeremiah, of Daniel. The great prayer of Daniel 
is made the basis of the early portion of the prayer in Baruch, and that, 
with one exception, in the order in which the passages lie in Daniel. 
The agreement then can be no chance coincidence, as if two persons 
under the same circumstances ““ had used formule, then in general use.” 
The agreement is not in formule, but in whole verses, and that in the 
same order’. Nor can there be any doubt, that Daniel is the original, 
which is filled up and expanded in Baruch®. The prayer of Daniel is 


1 vi. 6. 2 vi. 7. Svi12 for TWD MD, i. 14; epydgeo@ar with Dat. 
4See e.g. Kimchi on Zech. Dr. McCaul’s ,, L a ; ; 
serve,” 22; 0 
deqaslstion, (55: serve, (for 4 T3y) ii mpocevéacbe eis, 
Siti. 8. 1.11, (PI [YD Ear. vi. 10.); evvociv eis, 


6There is no historical statement, that re) Lge ra) eae 
there ever was a Hebrew original. In St. Speer thay 

Jerome’s time there wasnone, “Among the 
Hebrews, it is neither read, nor possessed.” 
(Preef. in expos. Jer.) Yet the direction, 
that it was to be used “in the house of the 
Lord,” (i. 14,) implies a Hebrew or Chaldee 
original of the prayer; as does also some of 
the Greek, (I think, with Fritzsche, Exeg. 
Hdb. z. d. Apokr. i. 171, 2, and others,) wavaa 
(for 319) i. 10; o0—ém’ avr@, li. 26; ws 7 


7 Jahn’s solution, Einl. iv. p. 864. 

8 Dan, ix. 7, Bar. i. 15; Dan. ix. 8, Bar. i. 16; 
Dan. ix. 10, Bar. i. 21; Dan. ix. 11, Bar. i. 20; 
Dan. ix. 12, Bar. ii. 1,2; Dan. ix. 13, Bar. ii. 8; 
Dan. ix. 14, Bar. ii. 9,10. (10 expanded;) Dan. 
ix, 15, Bar. ii. 11; Dan. ix. 19, end of Bar. ii. 
15; Dan. ix. 18, end of Bar. ii. 16,17; Dan. ix. 
18 end, Bar. ii. 19. 

®The unbelieving school are bound by 
7 * their disbelief to disbelieve this, unless they 
jnucpa atirn, (ET DM5,) i. 15; amoorody, ii. ing some date for the book of Barnch, later 
25; BouBnors (for pon) ii. 29; nuépar katpod, than Antiochus Epiphanes. So Dillmann, 
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one whole, whose inspired thoughts, like those in the Psalms, have 
formed the devotions of 2300 years, ever gushing forth in renewed fulk 
ness. It is the prayer of one, whose mind had been moulded by the 
writings of the great prophet of the decline of Israel; and the tones of 
Moses and Jeremiah sound anew in this fresh deep burst of trustful love. 
But the human instrument, which the Spirit of God struck, was not Jere- 
miah or Moses, but Daniel’s soul. The prayer in Baruch, on the con- 
trary, is a mosaic, formed of jewels from Daniel, Nehemiah, and Jeremiah, 
blended. together, yet not forming one distinct whole. 

The book of Baruch bears witness to Daniel on the historical side also. 
For, in that the author mistook apparently the relation of Nebuchadnez- 
zar and Belshazzar, speaking of them as contemporaries}, he probably 
wrote at a time when the memory of the Chaldee monarchs had faded, 
and the book of Daniel was the only source of information. The mis- 
take, as it seems to be, might arise naturally from Daniel’s omission of 
the wretched kings Letween Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar, who were 
of no interest to mankind. But then it implies, not only the existence 
of the book of Daniel, as historical authority, but that there were then 
no sources, from which people’s Pseudo-Daniel could have compiled 
his history. 

But although there seem, to me, insuperable difficulties against sup- 
posing the book of Baruch to have been written at the date assigned in 
the book itself, the fifth year of the Captivity’, there is no ground to 


(in Dorner, Jahrb. iii. p. 480) who thinks the 
book of Baruch “a later off-shoot of the older 
prophetic literature, not to be so slightly 
estimated,” speaks of “its employment in 
the book of Daniel.” Herzfeld hinted the 
same, Gesch. Isr. Exe. 2. pp. 318,19. David- 
son, assuming B.C. 300 to be the date of 
Baruch, lays down, “the author of Daniel 
made use of the Hebrew Baruch in ix. 4-19 
which is taken from Bar. 1. 15-ii. 17.” iii. p. 
428, Fritzsche, on the other hand, who puts 
the book late on inadequate grounds, can 
afford to see that the book of Daniel was used 
in it, and makes it the chief ground for the 
late date of Baruch. Einl. p. 173. So also De 
Wette, Hinl. 3 323. p. 427. Bertholdt, Kinl. 3 
427. p. 1750. 

1j,11,16. See Lect. vii. p. 344. 

2“The fifth year” (i. 2,) is doubtless the 
same date as that in Ezekiel i. 2, “the fifth 
year of Jehoiachin’s captivity.” For “the 
house of the Lord” is spoken of, as still 
standing, so that “the feasts and solemn 
days” could be kept, and prayer said, there. 
(Ib. 14.) Nor is there any difficulty in the 
statement, that Jerusalem was “burnt with 
fire,” (i. 2,) since it may have been burnt, and 
the temple have escaped; nor in the account 
of “the silver vessels” having been “made 
by Zedekiah,” (Ib. 8,) which is indeed in it- 


self likely, although it does not appear, how 
they could have been carried off in the five 
first years of Zedekiah’s reign; at least, there 
is no account of his rebellion until his 9th 
year. It may howeyer have been. It is not. 
right to argue from silence. The expression, 
“that thou art waxen old in a strange land,” 
(iii. 10,) probably means “decay,” not length 
of time, émadawéys having probably the 
meaning of m3 given to it. But in the 
prayer, ii. 26, “the house of the Lord” is 
“desolate,” and the captivity is spoken of, as 
complete, (“we are but a few left among the 
heathen, where Thou hast seattered us,” ii. 
13,) and Jeremiah’s prophecy of the desola- 
tion of Jerusalem and the whole land, as ful- 
filled, ii. 21-23. add ii. 29-31. In the fifth year 
of Jehoiachin’s captivity, B. C. 594, also, Bel- 
shazzar, who was associated in his father’s 
throne about B. C. 541, was probably not 
born; nor would he then have been con- 
nected with Nebuchadnezzar as the king, un- 
der whose shadow Israel should live, and 
serve many days; for there were yet 32 years 
of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign remaining, and 
probably 20 years of the intervening kings, 
including 14 years of Belshazzar’s father, 
Labynetus; nor was Belshazzar in the direct 
line to the throne. But even supposing Bal- 
thasar to have been a name of one of the inter- 
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place it at any late date. For although the latter portion of the book 
quotes a Psalm’, probably of the age of Nehemiah, that mostly original 
and beautiful section was probably written not so long after the close of 
the Canon. It is written amid hopes of a speedy restoration?; but in a 
calm atmosphere of trust, in the consciousness of no troubles beyond 
those which were the results of the Captivity, and with no anticipation 
of the distresses of the Maccabee period. It was then doubtless written 
before Antiochus Epiphanes. 

iv. The LXX translation of the Pentateuch at least will not be placed by 
any later than Ptolemy Philadelphus. But it has been with good reason 
remarked that the LXX version, in rendering, “when the Most High 
divided the nations, when He dispersed the sons of Adam, He established 
the bounds of the nations according to the number of the angels of God,” 
instead of “the number of the children of Israel,” introduced into the 
Pentateuch the doctrine, that angels are guardians over the several na- 
tions, a doctrine which is no where found out of Holy Scripture, and 
which, within Holy Scripture, is only found in Daniel. Of course, some 
answer must be made, and it is answered that the LX X may have drawn 
it from the general belief of the Jews. This only throws the question 
further back; for, however the Jews may have expanded any doctrine, 
the source of their belief is Holy Scripture, rightly or, in later times, 
wrongly understood, and in this case, we have the fountain of the belief 
before us, the book of Daniel. It is found no where else’. 

v. The next evidence in point of time is quite apart from the religious 
writings of the Jews, a work of an Alexandrian Jew, the writer of the 
Jewish Sibylline book. 

Since the investigations of Bleek ®, Friedlieb *, Alexander’, it is certain 
that the work, which now is found as the 3d Book of the Sibyiline Ora- 
cles, is entirely distinct from the others, that it has (with the exception of 
very few manifest interpolations) no traces of Christianity, and that it 
was written by a Jew about 170 B. C# 

Friedlieb sums up his analysis of the book thus, “*If you remove 
from the third book the later foreign accessions, viz. its present begin- 
ning, 1-45, and the last ten lines, as the latest addition to it; also vv. 
47-96, which were written about 40-31, B. C., and if you restore to it the 
Preface which originally belonged to it, such as it has for the most part 


T Orac. Sibyll. Exe. 5. ¢. 1. T. ii. pp. 314 sqq. 
1856. 


vening kings or of an elder brother of Evil- 
merodach who never reigned, (it can hardly 


be a name for Evil-merodach himself, since 
they are named from different patron-gods,) 
still there remains the difficulty that Daniel’s 
prayer was not uttered until B.C. 538, and 
‘could not have been taken from Baruch’s. 

1Ps. exlvii. 4; Baruch iii. 34. 

2 iv. 22, 24, 25. 

3 Deut. xxxii.8. 4See Lect., viii. p. 426. 

5 Schleierm. ZS. Heft i. pp. 120 sqq. 

6Orac. Sib. 1852. Einl.? 10-17. pp. xxii— 
XXxix, 


8 Bleek too saw that the date must be be- 
tween 170-168 B.C. (Heft ii. pp. 222,3.) The 
first and successful expedition of Antiochus 
against Ptolemy Philometor, was 171 B.C.; 
the 2d, after which he first attacked Jerusa- 
lem, 170 B. C.; that from which the final per- 
secution began was 168 B.C. Ptolemy Philo- 
metor was a minor at the time of the first 
expedition. See above p. 177, and Clinton, 
Fasti Hell. ii. 320, 1. 

® pp. xxxviil, ix. 
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been preserved in Theophilus, you have, as an independent whole, the 
Sibyl, composed by a Jew about 160 B. C., in regard to which it may be 
unhesitatingly assumed that it is the old pre-Christian Erythrean Sibyl, 
known to Alexander Polyhistor, Varro, Josephus, &c., which Theophilus 
and Athenagoras used, to which Lactantius assigned a very especial pre- 
eminence, estimating the number of its verses at about 1000%. From 
this it appears, that little is wanting to our Sibyl; for, after deducting 
what is extraneous and adding the genuine fragments, it contains 905 
verses, so that in all only 95 verses are missing, of which some belonged 
to the Preface, the rest to the book itself. 

“This Erythrean was the old Hebrew Sibyl, as it is expressly called by 
Clement, Pausanias, &c. It deserved this name the more, since it was 
composed by a Jew, and the Old Testament was the chief source of its 
Oracles. 

“ All portions which, according to the accounts of the old authorities, 
stood in the Erythrean or Hebrew Sibyl, occur in our’s; a proof that 
our inference is well-founded. We can go astep further. Virgil has in 
his fourth Eclogue the prophecy of the golden age, and ascribes it to the 
Cumean Sibyl. This prophecy, which is founded on Isaiah xi, also 
stands in our Sibyl, vv. 784-794, so that we may attribute to this Sibyl the 
name of Cumeean, though in this indeed there is a confusion, which how- 
ever could easily arise, since, according to Varro, the Cumzan had also 
the names Amalthzea, Demophile, and Herophile.” 

The writer three times fixes his date by annexing the prophecies of 
the conversion of the heathen to the date of the 7th king, who should 
rule over Egypt, of Grecian race”. In the early years of that king or of 
his reign *, it mentions the 1st expedition of Antiochus Epiphanes against 
Egypt, his overthrow of the kingdom, his return to. Asia with great 
wealth*; but the writer knows nothing later of Antiochus, nothing of 
Maccabzean wars, nor of any attempts of Antiochus against his people or 
the temple. Contrariwise he foretells, in language taken from ancient 
prophecy, from Joel and Zechariah, the fruitless siege, not by one but by 
many kings, against Jerusalem and the temple, their utter overthrow by 
the direct interposition of God; and the entire peace of the sons of God, 
in cities and in the country, God placing around them, as it were, a wall 
of fire®. On this was to follow the conversion of the heathen *. 

The date then of the writer cannot be later than about B. C. 170, and 
before the commencement of the persecution by Antiochus. 
Yet at this date he quotes the prophecy of the ten horns and the horn 

which should spring up at their side’; 
"Ex déxa 0} Kepdtov mapa O& dutdv GAAO duTeboet. 

—kat téte 69 mapaguduevov Képac apéeec. 

On the other hand, it is even remarkable that, in regard to the Messiah, 
einploying, as he does, prophecies of Isaiah and Zechariah, he scarcely 


1 Lact. Inst. Div. i. 6. 3 Bactreds véos, 608. 4611-15. 5iii. 663-709. 
2 iii. 192, 3, 318, 608-10. ed. Friedl. 6 Tb. 710-731. 7 Sib. iii. 397, 400. 


“CREDULITY OF THE INCREDULOUS.” 319 
alludes to those of Daniel. It may be, that in the words, “'Then from 
sun-rising God shall send a king, who shall stay all the earth from evil 
war, slaying some, to others fulfilling faithful oaths,” he may allude to 
those words in ch, ix, He shall confirm the covenant with many in one week. 
But his omission, for the most part, of the prophecies of Daniel as to the 
Messiah, is a striking answer to those who say that the prophecies of 
Daniel were forged for those times. The Sibylline writer was a fanatic; a 
modern school would class Daniel with him; and yet, on this subject of 
the common hopes of the Jews, the Coming of the Messiah, he found 
nothing in Daniel to use for his hopes. 

The first of the modern assailants of the book of Daniel, pointed out 
the correspondence of the ten horns and the other collateral horn with 
the prophecy of Daniel, and also the early date of the Sibyl, and had no 
other solution than that both “*the Daniel of Palestine and the Egyptian 
author of the Sibylline book drew from an earlier and common source,” 
and that, “yet earlier, it was not uncommon to represent Alexander and 
the kingdoms formed after his death under the image of an animal with 
ten horns,” whereas, in the time of Antiochus, there had not been ten 
kings, and there never were ten kingdoms. ‘Who could believe it?” 
said a later opponent*, who thought that he had escaped the difficulty 1 in 
another way. “Credulity of the incredulous!” 


shoot forth From bastards of the race of the 
Cronidee and the race of slaves. She [Mace- 


1 Sib. iii. 652-5. Kati ré7’ am’ nedAtovo Geos ménwer 
BaciAja 


“Os macav yaiav mavcet ToAELOLO KaKOLO, 
Obs mév dpa KTeivas, ois S'OpKia miata TEAETCAS. 
Lengerke, after Voss, understands am’ neAtoro 
to mean, that the Messiah was to come from 
the sun, i.e. from heaven. (p. 337, comp. p. 
334.) This would have been expressed by 
an’ ovpavddev. am’ nediovwo, “from the sun- 
rising,” is the converse of Homer’s mpis "Ho 
7 ’Hédudv te, “toward the morning and the 
sun,” i.e. the East. The author of the 2d 
Sibylline book, (a Christian heretic) unites 
the language of Daniel with that of the N. T., 
but does not use this expression: 
“But there shall come in a cloud to the Im- 
mortal, Immortal Himself, 
Christ in glory, with the excellent angels, 
And He shall sit on the right on a lofty 
throne, judging 
The life and ways of men, holy and unholy.” 

li. 242-5. 

2 Bleek |. ce. 

3 Hilgenfeld, D. Judische Apocalytik, p. 69. 
note. Hilgenfeld’s expedient was to bring 
the Sibylline book down to 137 B.C. This 
was to be effected by interpreting of Antio- 
chus Epiphanes, what must relate to Alex- 
ander, and then explaining the sequel, of 
times after Epiphanes. ‘The words are, “ But 
Macedon shall bring forth heavy woe for 
Asia, And greatest grief of Europe shall 


don] shall o’ercome Babylon too, the strong 
city ; And, of the whole earth which the sun 
surveys Entitled lady, she shall perish by an 
evil fate, Having no law for the late, much- 
bewailed descendants. Once too shall there 
come unexpectedly to the happy soil of 
Asia, A man clad with purple robe on his 
shoulders, Fierce, unjust, fiery, lightning- 
born; But all Asia shall bear the yoke, and 
the bedewed earth shall drink much slaugh- 
ter. But thus too shall Ades take charge of 
every one in utter destruction. Whose race 
he willeth utterly to destroy, From their race 
shall his race utterly perish, Giving forth 
one sucker; which too the destroyer shall 
eut off From ten horns; but shall plant 
another plant close by. He shall cut off the 
warrior father of the purple race, And him- 
self by sons, to whom war becomes an 
auspicious, likeminded [friend], Shall perish, 
and then shall the horn, planted hard by, 
rule.” (iii. 381400.) There is no question, 
but the fieree conqueror of all Asia and 
Babylon is Alexander; the term “ bastard” 
“js probably an illusion to Zech. ix. 6, and to 
his claim to descent from Jupiter,” (Sib. v. 6, 
7.) as it is explained distinctly Sib. ix. [xi] 
195-8. The “one sucker” is perhaps Alex- 
ander’s son, who was murdered. But, in 
secular history, it is in vain to look for minute 
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ACCURACY OF THE 


vi. The extreme accuracy of the first Book of Maccabees is acknowl- 


edged on all hands. 


It is the history of the Jews in that complicated 


period, wherein they were brought into varied relations with contending 
powers. The writer gives us an outline of the persecution of Epiphanes, 
as connected with his expeditions against Egypt}, and then, in order of 
years, the struggles of the Maccabees, from the first bold act of Matta- 


thias to the death of the last of his sons, Simon. 


In this period of 34 


years, he gives 21 dates’, names of various persons who claimed the 


meaning in such a writer as the author of 
the 3d Sibylline. He has one great contrast, 
Asia and Europe, of which Asia, in the em- 
pire of the Messiah, was to requite to Europe 
the ills it had received. The description 
does not suit Epiphanes. He came, not as a 
conqueror, but redeemed from being a host- 
age at Rome by his brother, whose throne he 
occupied peacefully, and, in the absence of 
his nephew Demetrius at Rome, lawfully; he 
sought to extirpate no race, neither the Ptol- 
emies nor that of Demetrius. But with the 
groundwork the whole theory is gone. The 
wars with the Parthians, in which Demetrius 
II. lost his liberty, and his brother Antiochus 
Sidetes his life, were to be the explanation 
of “war becoming to the sons their favorer 
and friend.” (Ztndel, Daniel, p. 143.) Ztin- 
del (although he inadvertently accepted the 
explanation of Hilgenfeld) has pointed out 
the following additional evidence that the 3d 
Sibylline was not later than B.C.160. 1) The 
passage about the tower of Babel is cited as 
the Sibyl’s by Alexander Polyhistor. (Eus. 
Chron. Arm. i.38.) But he had it from Eupo- 
lemus, (Eus. Preep. Evang. iv. 17.) But “the 
work of Eupolemus cannot be later than 
160.” (Kuhlmey, Diss. Inaug.) But connected 
with this, is a prophecy of Empires, not 
world-empires like Daniel’s, but successive 
powers, so as to be an imitation of prophecy. 
“He raised up the kingdom of Egypt, then 
that of the Persians, Medes, Egyptians, and 
Babylon of Assyria; then of the Macedo- 
nians, again of Egypt, then of Rome.” iii. 
159-161. 2) That kingdom was also in its 
beginning. “But thereon will be the rule 
of another kingdom, Hoary and many- 
healed, [the senate] and from the western 
sea, Which shall rule much land, and shake 
many, And cause fear to all kings afterward, 
And amass much gold and silver from many 
cities......In those days, there shall be great 
affliction among men, and shall confuse all, 
And cutall to pieces and fill all with ill, By dis- 
graceful avarice, ill-gained wealth, In many 
countries, and Macedonia most. Until the 
7th reign, which a king of Egypt shall reign 
who shall be of the race of the Greeks.” (iii. 


175-193.) This suits the state of Macedonia, 
before its subdual; not after it had becomea 
Roman Province, 168 B.C. 3) Tribute from 
Asia was but recent. “ Know, then, evil race 
of Egypt, that thou art near destruction, 
And then will the past year have been best 
for the Alexandrians. What wealth soe’er 
Rome hath received from tributary Asia &e.” 
(348-50. See above p. 162.) But then the 
writer threatens requital to Rome. The 
tribute from Asia began with the enormous 
sum put upon Antiochus the Great, after the 
battle of Magnesia, 190 B.C.; but the threat 
could not have been after the battle of Pydna, 
168 B.C. The utmost ambition even of Mith- 
ridates was to recover Asia. The most de- 
cisive proof of the age of the 3d Sibylline 
book seems to me that given in the text p. 
366; the rest harmonize with it. Philometor 
too, though probably about 10 at his acces- 
sion, B.C. 181, could hardly have been ac- 
counted Bac.deds véos, 21 years afterward, 
B.C. 160. 

11 Mace. i. 10, 20, 29, 54. with three import- 
ant dates, that of his accession, A.S. 137; an 
expedition to Egypt, on the return from 
which he spoiled Jerusalem, A.S. 143; the 
beginning of his persecution of the Jews, 
A.8. 145; Casleu 15. 

2 ii. 70, A.S, 146, death of Mattathias; iii. 37, 
A. 8. 147, Antiochus’ expedition to the East; 
iv. 28, expedition of Lysias, “the next year;” 
iv. 52, A.S. 148, cleansing of the temple by 
Judas; vi. 16, A.S. 149, death of Epiphanes; 
vi. 20, A.S. 150, Judas’ ill suecess against Ly- 
sias, and relief by rivalry of Philip, return- 
ing from Persia; vii. 1. A.S. 151, Demetrius’ 
escape from Rome, murder of Lysias and 
Eupator by army; Ib. 43, Adar 13, defeat and 
death of Nicanor; ix. 3, A.S, 152, expedition 
of Baecchides, in which Judas was slain; Ib. 
57, rest for two years after the death of Alvi- 
mus; x.1, A.S. 160, war between Alexander 
(Balas,) “son of Ant. Epiph.,” and Deme- 
trius; x. 20, 1, in the 7th month Alexander 
makes Jonathan high-priest; x. 57, 8, A.S. 
162, Ptolemy marries his daughter Cleopatra 
to Alexander; Ib. 67, A.S. 165, “ Demetrius 
son of Demetrius” [i.e. Nicator II.] comes 
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throne of Syria, sometimes outlines of their end. His facts are in ac- 
cordance with other history, wherever they come in contact; he inserts 
written documents’, and there is nothing to contravene their genuine- 
ness; his dates and names even remarkably stand the test of coins?. 
Sharing singularly Judas Maccabseus’ simple trustful estimate of the 
Roman character ®, relating the reports which reached Judea just as they 
reached it *, the writer is the more remarkable for the knowledge of cus- 
toms and facts, which come within the scope of his relation’. He also 


from Crete; xi. 19, A.S. 167, Demetrius is 
established on the throne by death of Ptole- 
my on 3d day after he had received the head 
of Balas; xiii. 41, 42, A.S. 170, yoke of the 
heathen taken away by grant from Deme- 
trius, lst year of Simon; Ib. 51, A.S.171. Si- 
mon recovers at last “the tower in Jerusa- 
lem;” xiv. 1-3, A.S. 172, Demetrius taken 
prisoner by Arsaces; Ib. 27, 35, A.S. 172, 3d 
year of Simon, Simon chosen governor and 
high-priest by the people; xy. 10, A.S. 174, 
Antiochus (Sidetes) “returns from the isles 
of the sea,” (“‘ Rhodes,” App. Syr. 68.) to ‘the 
land of his fathers;” xvi. 14-16, A.S. 177, Si- 
mon and two of his sons assassinated treach- 
erously. 

1Jn the answer from the Roman senate, 
viii. 28-32, the Latin gleams through in three 
places. (see Grimm. .ad loc.) The author 
gives a transcript (avtiypada) Ib. 22, as also 
of the letter to the Lacedeemonians, (xii. 4,) 
and their answer, (Ib. 19,) and of a second 
letter, (xiv. 20,) and of the decree in favor of 
Simon. (xiv. 27.) Also he inserts a brief letter 
of Alexander Balas, (x. 18-20); a letter of his 
rival Demetrius, (whose beginning is charac- 
teristic, addressed “to the people of the 
Jews,” and ignoring Jonathan, who had just 
received the high-priesthood at the hand of 
Alexander, Ib. 20, 21,) Ib. 25-45; a letter of 
Demetrius in favor of the Jews, (xi. 32-36,) of 
which a copy was to be sent to Jonathan, (Ib. 
37,) and another of Demetrius to Simon, xiii. 
36-40; a letter of Antiochus Sidetes to Simon, 
xv. 1-9. 

ies g. in the remarkable title, x. 1, “ Alex- 
ander, the son of Antiochus, Epiphanes,” in 
which the writer attributes the title Epipha- 
nes to Alexander Balas, whereas every one 
imagined that it must belong to Antiochus 
Epiphanes, whose son Balas claimed to be. 
But a coin of Balas (in Eckhel, Doctr. num. 
I. III. 228,) bears the title Epiphanes, agree- 
ing with the text. Grimm ad loc. 

Zyiii. 1-20. See ab. pp. 182,3. In speaking 
of “the terms of studied equality” in the 
treaty granted by the Romans, I did ‘not ob- 
serve the claim of superiority, unoffensively 
conveyed in the twice-repeated, “as it hath 


21 


seemed good to Rome,” noticed by Grimm 
ad loc. p. 129. 

#e.g. astothe capture of Antiochus III. 
alive by the Romans, viii. 7; the cession of 
India and Media as well as Lydia, by Antio- 
chus and the grant of them to Eumenes. Ib. 
8. The writer expressly says, “Judas had 
heard,” Ib. 1. “it was told him also.” Ib. 2. 
He tells accurately an inaccurate report 
which altogether determined Judas. Grimm 
remarks on the mention of the Gauls, (Ib. 2,) 
that Livy says, “the victory over Antiochus 
was more glorious to the Romans; that over 
the Gauls gladder to the allies.” xxxvii. 37. 
The prominence given to Spain, (viii. 3,) and 
the policy and perseveringness of the Ro- 
mans, (Ib. 4,) are striking, as is the allusion 
to the Atolian threat, to carry the war into 
Italy, (Ib. 9); the amazement so natural in 
one, hitherto in contact only with Eastern 
ambition, that no one sought to be Sovereign, 
(Ib. 14); and that hitherto they had been free 
from internal discord. Ib. 16. 

5 These are naturally most observable in 
the series of persons, kings and others, who 
come in contact with the Jews. The inci- 
dental traits are in keeping; e.g. the silence 
observed by Ptol. Philom., when Jonathan’s 
enemies tried to irritate him against Jona- 
than, (xi. 5); the way in which Demetrius 
got rid of Lysias and Eupator, without order- 
ing them to be murdered, (vii. 2-4); Epi- 
phanes’ extravagance in gifts and consequent 
needs, (iii. 30); that Lysias was of the blood 
royal, (Ib. 32); the mention of “the great 
pit” at Bezeth, (vii. 19); Nicanor’s hatred, 
(vii. 26,) connected probably with his previous 
defeat, (iii. 38); minute statement of taxa- 
tion, very oppressive yet not unexampled, 
(see Grimm) mentioned not in complaint, but 
in treaty promising its abolition, (x. 29, 30); 
complex maneuvring, beyond what appears 
on the surface, (Ib. 80,1); the service ren- 
dered by the Jewish troops sent by Jonathan 
to Demetrius, (xi. 44-51); hindrance of re- 
lief of besieged in the tower at Jerusalem by 
deep fall of snow, (xiii. 22; deep snow is 
mentioned else, once only in Holy Scripture ; 
2 Sam. xxiii. 20.) the decree of the Romans on 
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INTERNAL EVIDENCE OF EXACTNESS 


tells simply the retreats, defeats, flight, diminution, increase, of the Mac- 
cabee armies!; how their chiefs, in their openhearted character, fell into 
snares?; and how they were relieved by events in their assailants’ 


history, rather than by their own power ®. 


He writes in a simple unim- 


passioned way, leaving the history to make its own impression. 


receiving the shield from Simon, (xv. 20,) 
that all “pestilent fellows” should be given 
up to Simon, who had fled to other kings and 
countries, (Ib. 21.) Grimm quotes the re- 
mark of Josephus (B. J. i. 24. 2.) on a similar 
grant to Herod; “To no other king did Ceesar 
give such honor, that he should recover one 
who had fled from him even from a city not 
appertaining to him.” Probably the grant 
was made the more readily to Jews, the of- 
fences being religious, which Romans did 
not care about, not civil. The names of kings 
and countries, to which these letters were 
sent from Rome, are remarkable, in that no 
one, without accurate information, would 
have selected all the names of kings, (e. g. 
Arsaces;) and that the names of countries 
are put down without reference to relative 
situation; yet even Sampsames, which was 
an enigma in old times, (the Vulg. has Lamp- 
sacus,) is now recognized to be Samsum, a 
town, “held in considerable respect,” in the 
gulf of 8S. (Ker Porter, Trav. ii. 690.) between 
Sinope and Trebizond, mentioned by Abul!- 
feda, (I. D. Mich. ad loc.) The Epistle to the 
king cf Syria was addressed to Demetrius, 
(xy. 22,) who was king when it was despatched, 
but, when it arrived, was a prisoner in Par- 
thia. 

Of customs, may be named; slave-mer- 
ehants attending a conquering army, (iii. 41); 
intoxicating drink given to, and even set be- 
fore, elephants to stimulate them, (vi. 34); 
their “Indian,” (Ib. 37); the “clasp of gold,” 
as a token of royal favor, (x. 89, xi. 58); that 
there were different classes of “the friends 
of the king,” (x. 65); the office of erpatyyds in 
Syrian rule, (Ib.); “leave to drink in gold,” 
xi. 58. 

1 Judas, in the second battle at Bethoron, 
had “a small company,” (iii. 16); then 3000, 
but ill-armed, (iv. 6); after the victory over 
Gorgias, he had 10,000, (iv. 29); after the re- 
treat of Lysias, he and his brother had 
11,000, besides a reserve, (v. 17-21,) which 
must have been considerable, since its com- 
mander fighting against orders, lost in one 
battle 2000 men. (Ib. 60.) Against Lysias 
with his larger army he is unsuccessful; 
probably by a bold charge, he destroys 600 
men, (vi. 42); his brother sacrifices himself 
in vain, (Ib. 43-6); his army retreats. (Ib. 47.) 
After the intrigues of Alecimus, he had only 


3000 men, (vii. 40,) with which he defeated 
Nicanor, probably through his own personal 
prowess, since Nicanor’s death determined 
the battle. (Ib. 48,4.) He has again only 3000 
against Bacchides, of whom ail but 800 fled in 
the battle in which he fell. (ix. 5-6, 18.) After 
this Jonathan had but a company, whom his 
opponents thought to take in one night, (ix. 
58,) who were besieged in a city “in the wil- 
derness” (of Tekoa.) Ib. 62. He does not 
appear at the head of an army, until Deme- 
trius, (over against Alexander Balas, x. 4, 5,) 
gave him authority to gather an host, and 
released the hostages. (Ib. 6-8.) After Alex- 
ander had made him Meridarch, (Ib. 65,) he 
could select 10,000 men from Jerusalem, be- 
side those under Simon, (x. 74.) In a battle 
with an army of Demetrius, on a surprise, al- 
most all his men flee, but return. (xi. 72, 3.) 
“Horsemen” appear in the Jewish armies 
for the first time under Simon, yet then too 
were very inferior in numbers, (xvi. 4, 7.) 
He then “chooses out of the country 20,000 
men of war.” (Ib. 4.) 

2xii. 46-48, xvi. 11-16. In the same sim- 
plicity, the Aside#ans trusted Aleimus and 
Bacchides, because “he, a priest of the seed 
of Aaron, is come with this army and he will 
do us no wrong,” (vii. 14,) and those in Jeru- 
salem admitted Lysias and Eupator into 
mount Zion, whereon they destroyed its 
walls, vi. 61, 2. 

’The peace with Antiochus Eupator was 
granted to them in their extremities, on ad- 
vice of Lysias, on the ground of the return 
of Philip, the rival of Lysias, vi. 54-63. Bae- 
chides left them in peace for 2 years, the king 
of Syria having all the strong places in the 
country, ix. 50-7. Demetrius, in dread of his 
rival Alexander Balas, authorized Jonathan 
to raise an army, (x. 6,) whereon Jonathan 
re-fortified Jerusalem, (Ib. 10-11.) Grant of 
high-priesthood from Alexander, (Ib. 18-20) ; 
immunities offered to the Jews by Demetrius 
on the condition of their supplying him with 
30,000 men, (Ib, 22-45); rejected, because De- 
metrius was not believed, whereas Alexander 
was, (Ib. 46, 7.) Favor shewn to Jonathan by 
Alexander when successful. (Ib. 59-66.) Fur- 
ther favor, when he had defeated Apollonius, 
general of Demetrius II. (Ib. 88, 9.) After 
Alexander’s death (xi. 17,) good terms given 
by Demetrius, (Ib. 23-37,) but troops asked 
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We have then good ground to think, that the few simple words of the 
dying Mattathias, the parent of the Maccabee heroes, are likely to have 
been faithfully preserved. They are a few energetic short discriminating 
sentences, such as such a man would speak, when transmitting to his sons 
the cause of the faith, around which he had rallied them. The direction, 
as to the part to be taken by his sons, is not what men have looked for, 
but is verified by thoughtful attention to the history!. Two points have 
been observed in that speech, as bearing on the book of Daniel. 1) His 
mention of Daniel’s companions and of Daniel in the same simple way, 
in which he had named other Scripture-examples before them, Abraham, 
Joseph, Phinehas, Joshua, Caleb, David, Elias?; and that, in the order in 
which their deliverances are related in the book, Daniel’s companions 
being named before himself. Their histories too are touched on in a sin- 
gle word, as recorded in Daniel. “* Ananias, Azarias, and Misael, by be- 
lieving were saved out of the flame. ‘Daniel, for his innocency, was 
delivered from the mouth of lions.” 2) His acknowledgment that a 
time of destruction was come®, such as Daniel had foretold; and his ab- 
solute certainty as to the issue, such as the knowledge of the prophecies 
of Daniel would justify. 

“The words of dying men are not written down,” they say. True! but 
the glowing words of faith of such a father as Mattathias are written in 
the table of the heart, and live there in the breasts of sons, and, if need 
were, of sons’ sons. 

But the date of the book itself, embodying this mention of the two 


for and sent. (Ib. 42-44.) After his breach 
of promise, (Ib. 53,) Jonathan accepts favors 
from Antiochus son of Balas and Tryphon, 
(Ib. 57-60,) renews the alliance with Rome, 
(xii. 3.) On Tryphon’s treacherous murder 
of Jonathan, (Ib. 42-48, xiii. 23.) and of Antio- 
ehus, (xiii. 31,) Simon sought and obtained 
recognition by Demetrius, (Ib. 34-40,) re- 
newed treaties with Rome, (xiv. 16-19,) with 
present. (Ib. 24.) Terms renewed by Antio- 
chus Sidetes, when trying to regain his 
father’s kingdom, (xy. 1-9,) broken, when 
successful. (Ib. 27.) Letters from Rome to 
different kings and countries in favor of the 
Jews, in acknowledgment of their present. 
(Ib. 15-24.) The book closes with the murder 
of Simon by his son-in-law shortly afterward. 

1Mattathias designates Simon as “a man 
of counsel,” and bids them “ give ear to him, 
he shall be a father to you,” whereas Judas 
he describes as “ mighty and strong from his 
youth; let him be your captain.” (1 Mac, ii. 
65,6.) Grimm criticises this, as a mere mis- 
take of the relater, since Simon too had the 
sole command, after the deaths of Judas and 
Jonathan, and Judas might have “shewn 
counsel, had he lived.” But the characteris- 
tic of Judas, which fitted him to be captain 
then with their handful of men, was the per- 


sonal lion-hearted strength and courage, by 
which he made those sudden assaults which 
threw superior numbers into confusion, (1 
Mace. iii. 11, 23, iv. 3, 4, v. 28, 33, ix. 14, 15.) in 
one of which assaults, surrounded by supe- 
rior numbers, he fell. (ix. 16, 18.) Simon was 
associated in a subordinated command by 
Judas, (1 Mace. v. 17, 23,) and afterward was 
joined with Jonathan, (Ib. ix. 33,) yet still as 
subordinate, (Ib. 65, xi. 59, 64, xii. 33, 38,) the 
authority remaining with Jonathan, (Ib. x — 
xii.) Not until all his brethren were dead, did 
he have the chief command. 

2 ji. 52-60. 

3 Ib. 59, comp. Dan. iii. 17, 18. 28. 

4Tb. 60, comp. Dan. vi. 22. 

5 On the one side, the strong word éo7npixn 
is used ii. 49, (viv eornpixOn tbrepnpavia Kai 
éAcyp.0s Kal Katpos KaTaaTpop7s Kat Opyy Ovj.00 ;) 
on the other, Mattathias bids them confi- 
dently, not to fear “the words of a sinful 
man.” (avépds auaptwaAod) Ib. 62. This is in- 
dependent of the question whether, in the 
kaipos Kataotpopas, there be any reference to 
the katpds ouvteAeias in Dan. viii. 19, xi. 35. 
The word “sinner” is not applied to the 
heathen as such, (as Grimm says, on i. 34,) 
but to some special antagonism to God and 
His laws. 
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miraculous deliverances in Daniel, as well as that of the “? abomination 
of desolation,” in those same Greek words, by which the LXX had trans- 
lated those of Daniel, was, probably, early in the life of John Hyrcanus. 
For the first book of Maccabees breaks off with the account of the 
assassination of Simon, and the carrying of the tidings to his son John. 
The rest of the history of John was contained “?in the chronicles of his 
priesthood, from the time he was made high priest after his father.” The 
writer’s ground for breaking off was, he says, that what remained had 
been written already. But the fact of the history of Hyrcanus having 
been written would not have shewn this, had Hyrcanus been dead and 
had there been a period beyond him. This history of their former war 
had also a special history, before the war of freedom was over. The ex- 
pression also, “?the rest of the acts, &c. they are written in the chroni- 
cles of,” naturally signifies that they were written in chronicles kept con- 
temporaneously year by year. He refers, as do the older writers whose 
language he adopts*, to chronicles officially kept, not to any book 
publicly circulated‘. The writer only names the time when they began, 
to signify that they left no gap from the time when he left off. Nor do 
the facts, which he says were contained in those chronicles, necessarily go 
down far in the life of Hyrcanus. “?The rebuilding of the walls of Jeru- 
salem” was naturally his first act on throwing off the Syrian yoke, when 
he heard of the death of Antiochus Sidetes®, B. C. 127°. The wars were 
ended soon after, and a long peace was secured by the Syrian civil wars’. 
The main wars were over then, B. C. 125, and all which the writer of the 
1st book of Maccabees speaks of, as contained in the chronicles of Hyr- 
canus, falls in that period. Probably then it was written about B. C. 125. 
Soon after, Samaria was destroyed, and the last ashes of war extinguished, 


1 BSéAvypa epnudcews, i. 54, from Dan. ix. 27, probably not long protracted; for “most of 
Xi. 31. the cities were void of fighting-men.” 
21 Mace, end. Medaba alone resisted for six months. The 
31 Kgs. [3 Kgs. LXX.] xiv. 19, 29, &e. temple of Samaria was destroyed, some “200 
4Grimm rests his argument solely on the years after” it had had been built by per- 
supposed circulation. He says, “ Our writer mission of Alexander, B.C. 332. (Jos. Ant. 


refers to these annals, as to a book in exten- 
sive circulation, accessible to his readers. But 
it cannot be well supposed, that it came into 
public use before it was completed at the death 
of John Hyrcanus.” p. xxiv. But it is one 
thing that writings should be “ accessible; ” 
quite another, that they should be “in circu- 
lation.” As it is quite certain that those 
other chronicles of the Kings of Judah and 
Israel were not in circulation, so, doubtless, 
this phrase, adopted from the old books, 
meant what it meant before, that they were 
state-documents, accessible but not in circu- 
lation, Those documents, if kept annually, 
were accessible, in any year of the reign of 
Hyrcanus, down to that period. 

5 The wars, in which he subdued Samaria 
and incorporated Edom, followed immedi- 
ately after the death of Antiochus, and were 


xii. 9.1.) Soon after, was the Roman edict 
which confirmed Hyreanus. (Ib.22.) After a 
long interval of peace, Samaria was de- 
stroyed, one of the generals of Antiochus 
Cyzicenus perished, the other sold to Hyr- 
canus what remained in the hands of Syria. 
(Ib. xiii. 10. 1-3.) 

6 See Clinton, F. Hell. T. iii. p. 335. 

7¥irst, between Antiochus Grypus and 
Alexander Zebina; then, between Antiochus. 
Grypus and COyzicenus. Josephus «ays; 
“After the death of Antiochus (Sidetes), 
Hyreanus revolted from the Macedonians, 
and neither as subject, nor as friend, did he 
yield them anything. But his affairs were 
advancing greatly, and were at their height, 
in the times of Alexander Zebina and espe- 
cially of those two brothers. For their war 
with each other gave Hyrcanus leisure, &c.” 
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B. C. 109. Anyhow a very accurate and simple writer, who lived before 
the death of Hyrcanus, B. C. 105, writing of a period at most 60, proba- 
bly only some 40, years before, having access also to written documents}, 
relates that Mattathias, the father of those whose history he relates, on 
his deathbed encouraged his sons with histories taken from the book of 
Daniel together with other canonical Scriptures. And this, three years 
before the time, when, on the rationalist hypothesis, the book is to have 
been written. He himself quotes the book of Daniel, as bearing on 
those times. 

But, beyond the direct citations, the whole history of the Maccabees, 
as recorded in that book, is inconsistent with men’s invention of a 
Pseudo-Daniel in the time of the Maccabees; while the absence of any 
expectation or looking for the Messiah then, falls in, as I said?, with the 
natural exposition of the prophecy of the 70 weeks. The Pseudo-Daniel, 
men say, wrote to “*encourage his countrymen in their great struggle 
against Antiochus.” Then, we should have the phenomenon of a con- 
temporary, writing to Inspire his countrymen with the belief that their 
struggles would be ended by the coming of the Great Deliverer, and a 
minute, natural, accurate, history of 34 years of those struggles, written 
in all the simplicity of trust in God, that He, Who had delivered their 
forefathers, would, in His ordinary Providence, give them the victory, 
but without the slightest thought of any unusual intervention‘. There is 
not one hope of a future temporal deliverance, but a calm waiting in 
religious matters for the time, when a “® Prophet should arise.” “We 
miss,” says a writer ®, candid on the whole but unbelieving, “we miss 
something essential in those speeches of the book. For although no tra- 
dition had been preserved to us, we must have pre-supposed, as necessa- 
rily involved in the religious mind " [of the people, ] that the hopes of the 
Messiah should scarcely ever have kindled up clearer and more glowing 
than in that extreme trouble under Antiochus Epiphanes, and that those 
hopes would have been the mightiest impulse to animate to the most 
dauntless, boldest, struggle, and the most joyous endurance.” Yet the 
history is too vivid, too graphic, not to be true to the life. It is consistent 
with itself. The actors in it look to God’s ordinary Providence, that He 
will give to the few the victory over the many, on the whole; they are not 
dejected by defeat; they look round and avail themselves ably of human 
help; they act as religious men, with the belief that God willed to pre- 
serve His people, looking for no extraordinary interposition, but with 
what we should call good practical wisdom. They expect a prophet, but 
hereafter. The book of Daniel, according to the authorship and object 


1The identity of the formula used at the 
death of Judas (ix. 22,) with that as to Hyr- 
canus (xvi. 23,) and those in the books of 
Kings, leaves me no doubt that the writer 
meant, that the other acts of Judas and his 
wars, &c. were “not written” in the docu- 
ment from which he took the rest. 


2 Lect. iv. pp. 230-32. 

3 Dr. Williams, Ess. and Rev. p. 76. 

4 iii, 18-22, 43, 4, 52,3, 9, 60, iv. 10, 11, 24, 5, 
30-3, v. 32, 3, Vii. 37, 8, 41, 2, ix, 46. 

5See ab. p. 228. 6Grimm, Kurzgef. 
Hab. z. d. Apokr. T. iii. p. xix. 

7 lit. “a religious-psychological necessity.” 
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imputed by these men, would be at variance with all this; and all this, 
with the imputed purpose of the book of Daniel. The Pseudo-Daniel is 
to have written a series of prophecies, bearing upon the times of Antio- 
chus; he is to have ascribed them to an ancient prophet, and to have 
stated that they were to be kept concealed until his own time: those pro- 
phecies are to have been produced at the time of the Maccabees, in order 
to awaken the expectation of a supernatural deliverer, who should give 
them the victory, and establish a temporal “ kingdom of the saints,” i. e. 
of the Jews. The prophecies, framed, as is alleged, for this end, are to 
have been received largely and at once, and are to have been placed un- 
hesitatingly at once among their sacred scriptures; they are to have been 
referred to thenceforth as prophetic truth, and yet there is not one trace 
of their having the slightest influence on the minds of the people, in in- 
spiring those hopes, which they are to have been forged to create. The 
history of the Maccabees, as the authentic history of those times, contra- 
dicts the unbelieving theories as to Daniel. 

The first book of Maccabees was, I think, probably written in Hebrewt. 
Had the Greek been the original, the quotation of the LX X? would have 
been by the original writer, about 125-109; and in that case, the book of 
Maccabees would have involved an earlier date of the book of Daniel, on 
the ground of the following argument also. If the original was Hebrew, 
it is only the Greek translator of the Maccabees, who has adopted the 
translation of the LXX for the term in Daniel. 

vii. It is admitted that a considerable interval elapsed between the 
writing of the book of Daniel and its translation; and that, on the 
ground both of the additions to Daniel, contained in the LXX and 


1§. Jerome doubtless means to say that he 
had seen the original Hebrew of the first 
book of Maccabees, “ Maccabseorum primum 
librum hebraicum reperi; secundus greecus 
est, quod ex ipsa quoque phrasi probari 


The “two and thirty strong men” upon each 
elephant seem likely to be for “two or 
three ;” (WOW OW for Dwi Dw wi. (vi. 
37.) The difficult words, “at Saramel,” (xiv. 


potest.” (Prol. gal.) For the fact, that the 
language itself of the 2d book shewed that 
it was Greek, would have had no bearing on 
the former statement, unless he had meant 
that the first was originally Hebrew. Origen’s 
statement that they had a Hebrew title im- 
plies the same. “External to these [the 
canonical books] are the Maccabees which 
are entitled Sarbéth Sarbane el.” (in Eus. H. 
FE. vi. 25.) For they would not have been 
known to the Greek-speaking Church by a 
Hebrew title, unless such had been the origi- 
nal title. Hebraisms, of course, in them- 
selves prove nothing; for one, who thinks 
in his own language and writes in another, 
is, in fact, translating, although mentally. 
One e.g. who had the word sy05 in his mind, 
might just as well use évavriov for it, instead 
of évdmvov, as one who had it before his eyes; 
and soon. But mistakes in translating shew 
that the writer and translator were different. 


28,) seem to be most easily explained by a 
mistake of } for 3, by Oy Ww, so that it 
should run, “Simon the high priest and 
prince of the people of God,” (Wernsdorf’s 
conjecture.) “Elam,” is called a “city,” (vi. 
1,) perhaps as a faulty translation of mt 
“city” or “country;” but perhaps also in 
that the name of the country is given to the 
capital, as Arabie writers call Memphis or 
Cairo, “ Misr,” originally “Egypt.” (Grimm. p. 
91.) Still most of the cases alleged, although 
possible, are not decisive. Thus the words, 
“be ye instead of me and my brother,” (xvi. 
3,) probably allude to the last brother with 
whom he was so long associated, (Jonathan ;) 
so that there is no reason to think that itisa 
mistake of als for ‘TIN. Yet there are 
other minute expressions, which seemed 


to me, on the whole, indicative of a trans- 
lation, 


2See ab. p. 324, n. 1. 
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admitted to be contemporary with it; (viz. the prayer and song of the 
three children, the history of Susanna, and that of the destruction of 
Bel and the Dragon,) and also of the character of the translation itself. 
1) The history of Susanna was confessedly written in Greek!. In regard 
to the other additions there are no data. But, since they were not in the 
Hebrew, and since the history of Bel and the Dragon is evidently 
founded in part on the history of Daniel in the Hebrew Canon, some 
interval must have elapsed between the writing of the book of Daniel, 
and the gathering of these additions to it. 

But 2) the LXX translation of the book itself is, even in important 
places, so remarkable a modification of it, that a long interval must 
have elapsed between the time when it was written and when it was so 
translated. The Greek itself is, in many parts, purer and more elegant 
than that of any other of the LXX translations. The translator avoided 
Hebraisms, which Theodotion subsequently restored, and, in some places, 
substituted a classical Greek word. But in the same mind of recom- 
mending it and his people to the readers, he manifoldly glossed the 
text. In the historical portion, he inserted statements, more or less full, 
which he thought would make the narrative easier, or would explain it, 
or would increase its effect, or meet some lesser difficulties. On the 
other hand, he omitted or changed statements, which he thought would 
be unacceptable to his reader, and modified some doctrines. He made 
both Nebuchadnezzar and Darius more religious and more thoroughly 
converted, than Daniel states them to have been. He explained, who, 
he believed, Darius was. The miraculous accounts place us in quite a 
different atmosphere from that in which we live in Daniel. The trans- 
lator made large additions, condensed, transposed, repeated, as he thought 
would be acceptable. In some cases, his thoughts must have turned on 
the times in which he lived; as, when he made the insanity of Nebu- 
chadnezzar the punishment for his sacrilege against the house of God, 
and placed the dream, which predicted it a year before, in his 18th year, 
the year of the capture of Jerusalem, and of the destruction of the temple’. 

The translation of the later historical prophecy, (ch. xi,) is remarkable 
in another way. The prediction is to have been, (Porphyry and his 
school say,) history in the form of prophecy, because it is so exact. Of 
all this historical prophecy, the translator understood well one part, just 
that which a Jew, living at the time at Alexandria, would know, or what 
happened in Egypt itself. He paraphrases rightly the words, “*there 
shall come ships of Chittim,” by, “ And the Romans shall come and shall 
expel him, and shall rebuke him strongly,” in allusion to the peremptory 
way in which Popilius cut short the subterfuges of Epiphanes. But 
in the whole previous prophecy, from the successors of Cyrus to Antio- 
chus Epiphanes, at every stage, in every step of every stage, he shews 


1 No other explanation can be given of the —_ actual comparison of the LXX with the text, 
verbal allusions, 54, 5; 58, 9. for which see Note E. 
2 All this will be seen most vividly by an 3 Dan. xi. 30. 
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himself to be ignorant of the history. He trusts himself with it as little 
as he can. A literal translation would, of course, have guided him aright, 
wherever there was no uncertainty of construction; but, on whatever 
ground, down to the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, he almost always 
distorts the facts, because he would not trust himself with a literal trans- 
lation. Porphyry and his school have maintained that it would have 
been an easy thing, in the time of Epiphanes, to write the prophecies 
of Daniel, on the ground that they could understand them by aid of the 
histories at their command!. The case was very different, when those 
histories were not written®. Tradition, or ordinary learning, did not 
suffice. The remarkable failure of a Jew at the time of Epiphanes, even 
with the prophecy of Daniel before him, well-read as he was in Greek, 
(as the character of his Greek, here and there, shews,) is an argument, 
which must strike any mind, which wills not to be blind. It is even 
strange that the translator of Daniel could have failed so uniformly. The 
exception as to Popilius, in which he even added, (as his way was,) 
what was not in Daniel, marks his own date. There was nothing to fix 
this one fact in the memory of a later generation, more than so many 
which he distorted for want of any traditional or historical knowledge of 
the past. In this case, he added real facts to those foretold by Daniel, as, 
in other cases, he perverted the facts which lay before his eyes in the pro- 
phet. Yet all this was not for want of knowledge of the original language, 
which he understood well, except perhaps, in places, some antiquated 
words of the prophet’s date. 

In the prophecy of the 70 weeks, the translator again repeatedly falsifies 
the time, in order to make it fitin with that of Epiphanes. For the dates 
of the original, he twice substitutes seven, and seventy, and sixty-two, 
making 139. ‘This, according to the era of the Seleucide which the Jews 
used, comprised the second year of the reign of Epiphanes, soon after 
whose accession Onias was deposed, to which act this writer probably 
alluded in his unfaithful paraphrase, “chrism shall be removed.” Appar- 
ently, he meant the first date of “seventy weeks” to be literal weeks, since 
he renders, as if Daniel himself were to see them; in his next numbers he 
supplied “years,” capriciously effacing the word “weeks;” and then, at 
the end, under the “week,” “weeks,” means again literal “ weeks of days.” 
Thus he makes the later part of the prophecy a prophecy of the chequered 
but successful resistance to Antiochus, ending not in the destruction of the 
city and of the sanctuary, but in a second rebuilding of the city*. And 


1“1T0 understand the latter part of Daniel, 
manifold Greek history is necessary; viz. 
Callinicus Sutorius [3d cent. A. D.] Diodorus, 
Hieronymus, [3d cent. B. C.] Polybius, Posid- 
onius, Claudius, (about 100, B.C. Smith, 
Biogr. Dict. v. Quadrigarius) Theon, and 
Andronicus Alipius, (about 112-51, B.C. 
Smith) whom Porphyry too says that he fol- 
lowed; Josephus also and those whom Jo- 
sephus puts down, and especially our Livy, 


and Pomponius Trogus and Justin, who 
relate the whole history of the last vision, 
and after Alexander down to Cesar Augustus 
describe the wars of Syria and Kgypt,i.e. of 
Seleucus, Antiochus, and the Ptolemies.” S. 
Jerome, Preef. to Daniel. 

2Polybius did not apparently begin his 
history until after 145, B.C. See Smith, Dict. 
iii. 144, 

8 This will be seen best by a translation of 
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this he does, altering and transposing the words of the text as suited his 
purpose, repeating of the later time what belonged to the earlier, so that 
it has even been thought that we had a confusion of different translations}. 
He did, in effect, make his translation, what a modern school has accused 
the writer of making the book, a direct but fraudulent encouragement in 
the Maccabee struggle. But he effected it by falsifying the text of the 
Prophet; whence the Church rejected his translation? alone out of the 


the whole. (In order to represent the origi- 
nal more exactly, I have not supplied the 
article where it is omitted.) “Seventy weeks 
are determined upon thy people and upon 
the city of Sion; that the sin be accomplished 
and the iniquities become rare, and to wipe 
away the iniquities and the vision be thor- 
oughly understood, and everlasting right- 
eousness be given, and the visions and a 
prophet be consummated, and to gladden a 
holy of holies. And thou shalt be gladdened, 
and shalt find commands that answer be 
made, and shalt build Jerusalem, a city to 
the Lord. And after seven and seventy and 
sixty two, chrism shall be removed and shall 
not be; and a kingdom of gentiles shall cor- 
rupt the city and the holy place with the 
anointed; and the consummation thereof 
shall come with anger, and unto time of con- 
summation it shall be warred upon by war. 
And the coyenant shall have might toward 
many, and it shall return and shall be built 
again in length and breadth, and at consum- 
mation of times; and after seventy and 
seven times and in sixty two years, unto time 
of consummation of war, and the desolation 
shall be taken away, through the prevailing 
of the covenant for many weeks, and at the 
end of the week the sacrifice and the drink- 
offering shall be taken away, and on the 
temple shall be an abomination of the deso- 
lations unto end, and end shall be given upon 
the desolation.” 

No theory of different readings will ex- 
plain these variations. The translator seems 
to have taken like words suggested by the 
text, ad libitum, yet without any possibility 
of uniting them in a Hebrew construction. 
The first deviation no change could account 
for. He gives apparently a double transla- 
tion of mm pm), reading the 2d ee 
onny “and to bring to an end a vision; 

« gladden, » he obtains by substituting age 
for nvind. It is mere guess-work, how he 
came to add “thou shalt be gladdened,” 
(one conjecture is as good as another ; 
it may be a mere repetition.) Then, in 
iad) awiny 27 N¥i-1, there are 
materials for his words, “find,” “command,” 
“ answer,” “ build,” but not so that any He- 


brew could put them together: for Tp he 
has VW, “city,” and for “ Messias prince ” he 
substitutes “Lord.” Then he springs to v. 
26, substitutes for the D oypawna the D Dyaw 
nyaw of vy. 25, and renders, as if it were 
dD yaw. Then having got through, as best 
he could, to the first words of y. 27, “and he 
shall confirm a covenant with many,” he goes 
back to the end of y. 25, which he had omit- 
ted, substituting however “consummation 
of times,” for “strait of times.’ Then he 
repeats again the date at the beginning of y. 
26, but passes over to the end of it, which 
had before suggested the words, “and unto 
time of consummation it shall be warred 
upon by war,” and translates, “and unto 
time of consummation of war;” and out of 
Ninn’ N¥IW3, “decreed desolations,” he 
gains his, “ desolations shall be taken away ;” 
(much as if we were to say that “ decision” 
meant “cutting off,” “ending:”) then he 
inserts again the prevailing of the covenant, 
but, this time, “ for many ” (he adds) “ weeks,” 
supplying “ weeks” from the yaw follow- 
ing: "¥M “half” seems, by its sound, to 
have suggested YP “end,” and then he gets 


tolerably to the end of the prophecy. 

1Ziindel, (pp. 177-182,) who makes it an 
argument for the higher date of the original, 
in that there had been time for successive 
translations. To me it seems too continuous 
a whole, to be the result of chance combina- 
tions of different translations. 

2“ Except the LXX translators, who passed 
over all this, I know not why, the three 
other interpreted, ‘colleague.’ Whence, by 
the judgment of the doctors of the Church, their 
edition was repudiated in this volume, and 
Theodotion’s is commonly read, which agrees 
both with the Hebrew and with the other 
translators.” S. Jerome on Dan. iy. 5. In 
his Preface to his version, he expresses doubt 
how the LXX translation of Daniel came 
to be bad, but asserts, in the same way, 
that it was deliberately rejected for its de- 
fects. “The Churches do not read Daniel 
according to the LXX translators, using 
the version of Theodotion. And why this 
happened, I know not. Whether, because 
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LXX. People do not gloss the book of a contemporary. It is not until a 
book has long had authority, and has had its place in the minds or souls 
of men, that men write glosses upon it. They doso, because their text has 
authority. Further, this proceeding of the LXX translator attests that the 
book, actually in existence and acknowledged, was not the encouragement 
which human policy wanted, to stimulate the people in their resistance. 
The book of Daniel, as written, was an encouragement to persevere under 
trial; as falsified, it became a stimulus to religious, which ended in becom- 
ing a political, resistance. It is remarkable that, in the prophecy of the 
70 weeks, it effaces the doctrine of the Messiah, teaching people, as far as 
its influence went, to look for nothing beyond the present. 

The opponents of the book of Daniel admit that a long interval must 
have elapsed between the writing and the translation’. But the transla- 
tion bears marks of being of the time of Epiphanes. There is then no 
room for such an interval, unless the book of Daniel was written when, 
place it where men will, if they place it before Epiphanes, it contained 
prophecy of events utterly undiscernible by man. 

viii. I will only add briefly that there is one more evidence to Daniel in 
these times, the book of Enoch. A writer or writers of a portion of it had 
studied the book of Daniel, so that both his language and thoughts re-ap- 
pear in it, combined with those of other prophetic writings. It does not, 
like the Sibyiline book, simply quote one or two remarkable predictions. 
Its writers were diligent students of the prophetic Scriptures, and had com- 
bined their teaching into a whole, partly right partly wrong, in the way of 
uninspired reflection. But the use of the prophet Daniel is the more 
remarkable, because it is the result of reflection upon his writings as part 
of a whole, and that whole, Holy Scripture. I will name only two chief 
subjects, the doctrine of the Messiah and of Angels. 

1) The inculcation of a day of retribution is the chief object and moral 
of the book of Enoch. The chief doctrine then, as to the Messiah, 
selected in it from Daniel, is that of “the Son of Man, sitting” in His. 
glory. With this title of “the Son of Man” is combined that of “the 
Chosen,” from Isaiah; and “the Chosen ” is even the most frequent name, 
although the two names alternate. The then future worship of all nations 
is spoken of, in language of the Psalms, and the gifts of His Humanity in 


the language is Chaldee and in some pecu- 
liarities differs from our idiom, the LXX 


Eng.) in the prophet Daniel he comments 
not according to the LXX, who vary much 


were unwilling to retain in the translation 
the same lineaments of language, or whether 
the book was published under their name by 
another, (I know not whom,) not adequately 
acquainted with Chaldee, or whether there 
was any other cause, I know not; this one 
thing I can affirm, that it differs much from 
the truth, and was by a sound judgment, re- 
pudiated.” Preef. in vers. Dan. S. Justin and 
Tertullian used the LXX. “Origen asserts 
in the 9th volume of his ‘ miscellanies,’ (stro- 
mateis,) that from this place (iv. 5. Ch. 8. 


from the Hebrew truth, but according to 
the edition of Theodotion.” (S. Jer. on Dan. 
iy. 5.) 

1 Lengerke said, p. xxvi., ‘For its compo- 
sition aspace of from 50-60 years was fully sut- 
ficient.” De Wette at one time ‘maintained 
that the LXX translation of Daniel must, 
from its character, have been made a con- 
siderable time after the publication of Dan- 
jel.” Ein. p. 358, quoted by Hav. Einl. ii, p. 
458. In De Wette’s last edition, this statement 
was removed. 


SPEAKS OF THE MESSIAH. 
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that of Isaiah, and the then present revelation of Him by the prophets ; 
still the central thought, which introduces the mention of Him, is judg- 
ment to come, asin Daniel’. Reflection had taught the Jews of his day to 


1xly. 3-5. “On that day will the Chosen 
sit on the throne of glory, and will make 
choice among their deeds and abodes innu- 
merable, and their spirit will be strong within 
them when they see My Chosen, and those 
who have prayed to My holy and glorious 
Name. And on that Day will I let My Chosen 
dwell among them, and will transform the 
heaven and make it everlasting blessing and 
light. And I will transform the earth and 
make it a blessing, and} will make My 
chosen dwell in it, &e.”” So the sequel of the 
passage already quoted as to the Son of Man 
(p. 86,) is, “because the Lord of hosts has 
chosen Him, and His lot before the Lord of 
spirits has excelled allthrough righteousness 
for ever. And this Son of Man, Whom thou 
hast seen, will arouse the kings and the 
mighty from their beds and the violent from 
their thrones, and will Joose the bands of the 
violent, and break in pieces the teeth (Ps. iii. 
7, &c.) of sinners. And He will drive kings 
from their thrones and their kingdoms, be- 
eause they magnify Him not, nor praise 
Him, nor thankfully acknowledge Him by 
Whom their kingdom was given them. And 
He will repel the face of the violent, and 
shame shall fillthem; darkness will bé their 
habitation, and worms their bed (Is. xiy. 11); 
and they will have no hope to rise from their 
beds, because they magnify not the Name 
of the Lord of spirits, &c.” xlvi. 3-6. “And in 
those days I saw the Ancient of days, as He 
sat upon the throne of His glory, and the 
books of the living were opened before Him; and 
His whole host, which is above in heaven 
and around Him, stood before Him.” (xlvii. 
3.) “And on that day I saw a well of right- 
eousness inexhaustible; round it were many 
wells of wisdom, and all thirsty drank out of 
them, and became full of wisdom, and had 
their dwellings with the Righteous and Holy 
and Chosen One. And at that hour was that 
Son of Man named before the Lord of spirits, 
and His Name before the Ancient of days. 
He will be a staff to the righteous and to the 
holy, that they may stay themselves thereon 
and not fall; and He will be the light of the 
people, [1s. xlix. 6,]and the hope of those who 
are troubled in heart. All who dwell on the 
earth will fall down and worship before Him, 
(Ps. xxii. 27-29, lxxii. 9-11,) and will exalt and 
praise and celebrate the Name of the Lord of 
spirits. And therefore was He chosen and 
hidden before Him, ere the world was cre- 
ated, and to eternity will He be before Him.” 


[In that he says,” observes D. “that He (not 
His Name) was hidden before God, before the 
creation of the world, and that to eternity He 
would be before God, it is clear even from the 
analogy of the second part of this declaration, 
that the hidden Being cannot be understood 
to be merely ideal, but must be understood 
as real.” comp. also lxii. 7. ‘For before was 
the Son of Man hidden, and the Highest has 
reserved Him for His Might, and has revealed 
Him, the Chosen.”] ‘And the wisdom of the 
Lord of spirits has revealed (i.e. by pro- 
phecy) Him, the Holy and Righteous; for 
He maintains the lot of the righteous, be- 
cause they have hated this world of unright- 
eousness and all its works and ways: for in 
His days the kings of the earth, and the vio- 
lent who possess the fortresses, are of down- 
east look, for the work of their hands; for in 
the days of their fear and need they will not 
deliver their souls. And I will give them 
into the hands of My chosen, as straw in fire 
and as lead in water; so will they burn in 
presence of the righteous and sink in pres- 
ence of the holy, and no more trace of them 
will be to be found. And in the day of their 
distress there will be rest on the earth; for 
they will fall before Him, and will not rise 
again; and there will be no one to take them 
in his hands and lift them up; for they have 
denied the Lord of spirits and His Anointed. 
Praised be the Name of the Lord of spirits. 
For wisdom is poured out like water, and 
glory ceaseth not from eternity to eternity. 
For He is mighty in all mysteries of right- 
eousness; and unrighteousness will pass 
away like a shadow, and have no stay; for 
the Chosen hath stood up before the Lord 
of spirits, and His glory is from eternity to 
eternity, and His might from generation to 
generation. In Him dwelleth the spirit of 
wisdom, and the spirit of Him Who giveth 
insight, and the spirit of teaching and of 
power, (Is. xi.) and the spirit of those who 
have fallen asleep in righteousness. And He 
will judge the secret things, (Eccl. xii. 14,) 
and no one will be able to bring an idle word 
before Him; for He was chosen before the 
Lord of spirits according to His good pleas- 
ure.” ch. xlviii. xlix. “And in those days 
the earth will give back its deposit, and the 
kingdom of death will give back its deposit 
which it has received, and hell will give back 
what it owes. And He will choose the right- 
eous and holy among them, for the day is 
come that they should be delivered. And the 
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DOCTRINE OF ANGELS, 


believe in Him Who was to come, as the Son of God}, eternally preeexist- 
_ ing with God2, but also as the Son of Man Who shall come to be our Judge. 


His office for us on earth was, with this writer, subordinate. 


Having little 


thought of any but the deadliest sin, and thinking but poorly of repent- 
ance®, he looked to the Rewarder, not to the Redeemer. Still, on this 
side, the book implies a long study of Daniel, in connection: with other 
Scripture and as equally authoritative with it, utterly inconceivable, had 
the book of Daniel been written 164 B.C. 


Chosen will sit on His throne in those days, 
and all mysteries of wisdom will stream from 
the thoughts of His mouth; for the Lord of 
spirits has given it Him and glorified Him: 
and in those days the mountains will leap 
like rams, and the hills skip like lambs (Ps. 
exiy. 4,) which are satisfied with milk; and 
they will all be like angels in heaven. Their 
countenance will beam for joy, because in 
those days the Chosen has stood up, and the 
‘earth will rejoice, and the righteous will 
dwell in it and the chosen will go and wall 
in it.” (ch. li.) “And he [the angel] said to 
me, All these things, which thou hast seen, 
serve the rule of His Anointed, that He may 
be powerful and mighty on the earth.—And 
those hills which thou hast seen of iron and 
of copper, and of silver and gold, all will melt 
before the Chosen, as wax before the fire, and 


as water which flows down (Mic. i. 4,) over . 


those mountains, and will be weak before 
His feet. And in that day men will not be 
able to deliver themselves by gold or silver, 
nor to deliver themselves, nor flee away. All 
these things will disappear and be annihi- 
lated from the face of the earth, when the 
Chosen shall appear before the Lord of spir- 
its.” (lii, 4, 6, 7, 9.) “And after this, the 
Righteous and Chosen shall manifest the 
house of His congregation, which shall not 
be henceforth hindered, in the Name of the 
Lord of spirits.” (liii.6.) “The chosen will 
dwell with the Chosen One.” (xi. 4. add. xxi. 
17.) “The Lord of spirits sat on the throne 
of His glory, and the spirit of righteousness 
was poured out upon Him, [the Chosen, See 
D. pp. 196, 7.] and the speech of His mouth 
slew all sinners [from Is. xi. 4,] and unright- 
eous, and before His Presence they perish. 
(Ps. xviii. 2.) And pain will seize them, when 
they see that Son of the woman sitting on the 
throne of His glory.” [lxii. 2, 5.] “And the 
Lord of spirits will dwell above them, and 
with that Son of man will they dwell together 
and eat and lie down and rise up from eter- 
nity to eternity.” (Ixii. 14.) “And He sat 
down on the throne of His glory, and the sum 
of Judgment was given over to Him, the Son 
of man, and He will remove and destroy sin- 


ners from the face of the earth, and those 
who have seduced the worlad—And thence- 
forth shall there be nothing transitory; for 
He, the Son of the Man, hath appeared, and 
sitteth on the throne of His glory, and all 
evil shall disappear and pass away before 
Him; but the word of that Son of the Man 
will avail before the Lord of spirits.” (Ixix 
27,29.) “And after this, his [Enoch’s] name 
[i. e. his person] was lifted up to that Son of 
man, to the Lord of spirits.” (Ixx. 1.) 

1“ And in those days, saith the Lord, shali 
they call all the sons of the earth together, 
and bear witness to the wisdom thereof [of 
the books of Enoch;] shew them to them, for 
ye are their guides and rewards over the 
whole earth. For I and My Son will unite 
ourselves with them for ever, and ever, in 
the ways of righteousness during their life.” 
e.cy. Yet the Chosen is named as one who 
should praise the Lord of spirits. “And the 
whole army of heaven, and all holy ones 
above, and the army of God, the Cherubim 
and Seraphim and Ophannim, and all angels 
of power, and all angels of dominion, and the 
Chosen, and the other powers which are upon 
the firmament over the water, will call and 
will begin with one voice and praise and 
glorify and extol and magnify in the spirit 
of faith [or faithfulness,] and in the spirit of 
wisdom and patience, and in the spirit of 
compassion, and in the spirit of right and 
of peace, and in the spirit of goodness, and 
will all say with one voice, Praise to Him and 
praised be the Name of the Lord of spirits for 
eyer and ever.” 1xi.10,11. This is, of course, 
not Christian language; for Jesus receives 
the worship of all the creation, and although 
the Manhood of Jesus is a worshiper of the 
Trinity, yet Jesus, being God and Man, could 
not be so spoken of; much less, together with 
creatures. 

2See ch. xviii. Ixii. 7. 1xx. 1, in pp. 385, 6. 
note. 

3“TIn the day of trouble, evil will aecumu- 
fate on sinners, and the righteous will prevail 
in the Name of the Lord of spirits: and He 
will let the rest see it, that they may repent 
and cease the works of their hands. They 
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2) The doctrine of Angels varies in the book itself. Yet it implies, even 
in its errors, a meditative use of Holy Scripture. It has not much, which 
bears directly on Daniel, only the names of Michael and Gabriel, the office 
of Michael toward the Jewish people, and the title, “ Watchers,” applied to 
the holy Angels. The common truths as to the holy Angels are, in part, 
largely expanded, and that by aid of other Scripture; in part they are 
modified, and that untruly. The book of Enoch has some names of chief 
angels, which occur rarely even in later Jewish writings, or which do not 


even occur in them‘. 


It supposes that there are angels, presiding over 


each of the ordinary changes in the physical world?, thunder and light- 


will have no honor before the Lord of spirits; 
but in His Name they will be delivered, and 
the Lord of spirits will have compassion upon 
them: for His compassion is great.” ]. 2, 3. 
4In ch. xl. there are “4 forms on the four 
sides of the Lord of Hosts, different from ” 
“the thousands of thousands and thousands 
of thousands,” (taken from Dan. vii. 10. 
“there being in Ath. no one term for 10,000.” 
Dillm. p. 20.) “which stood by.” “The first 
voice praised the Lord of spirits from eter- 
nity toeternity. The second I heard praising 
the Elect, and the elect who are weighed 
before the Lord of spirits. The third pray- 
ing for the dwellers on the earth, and 
beseeching in the Name of the Lord of 
spirits. The fourth I heard, keeping off 
Satans and not allowing them to come before 
’ the Lord of spirits to accuse the dwellers on 
the earth.” The angel, who comes with 
Enoch, tells him theirnames. These are, “ 1) 
the holy Michael, the pitying and long-suffer- 
ing; 2) Rufael, set over all diseases and 
wounds of the sons of men; 8) the holy 
Gabriel, set over all powers; 4) Fanuel, set 
over the repentance and hopes of those who 
inherit eterna] life. These are the 4 angels 
of God most High.” (mentioned again liv. 6, 
1xxi. 8, 9,13, in the same connection with the 
“thousands of thousands.”) In ch. ix. “de- 
parted souls” “cry to the holy ones of heay- 
en” to obtain vengeance against the giants 
(before the flood ;) and four Angels, “ Michael, 
Gabriel, Surian, and Urian,” (“Suriel, Uriel,” 
Dillm. p. 97.) present their cry. “The name 
Suriel occurs in this place only and in Ber- 
achoth, f. 51. 1.” [the only place mentioned 
by Buxtorf, p. 1453.] Dillm. Ib. In the Greek, 
they are the four names received in the 
Church, Michael, Uriel, Raphael, and Gabriel; 
but probably the translation is more exact 
than the extract of G. Syncellus, who prob- 
ably corrected it. In ch. x. for Urian is 
Arsyalalyur [compounded of Span, “Sun 
of God,” W185x, “my God is light.” D.] and 
for Surian is Rufael. In ch. xx. there are 


siz “holy angels who watch; Uriel, the angel 
of thunder and earthquake; Rufael, the 
angel of the spirits of men; Raguel, Orsay, 
“friend of God,”] who exercises vengeance 
on the world and on the lights; Michael, set 
over the best part of men, the people; Sara- 
chael, [bx 90 “president of God”’] set over 
the spirits of the sons of men, whom the 
spirits seduce to sin; Gabriel, set over the 
serpents and over Paradise and over the 
Cherubim.” An angel Zutel or Zutuel or 
Zuteel Onur D. p. 135.) is once mentioned 
xxxli. 2. The Ophannim (“wheels”) from 
Ezek. i. and x. are mentioned with the Cher- 
ubim and Seraphim, (as in Rosh Hashana, f, 
24, 2. Buxt. p. 187.) and angels of power 
(e€ovotac Col. i. 16. add Eph. i. 21.) and of 
dominions (kvptdtytes Ib.) lxi. 10. The Sera- 
phim, Cherubim, Ophannim are mentioned 
as round the house of God. “These are they 
who sleep not and who guard the throne of 
his glory.” 1xxi. 7. 

The Archangel, who is supposed to accom- 
pany him, is called “the angel of peace” (lvi. 
2, lx. 24.); whence probably the dayyedos 
eipyvys in 8. Chrysostom’s liturgy, of the 
guardian angel. 

Perhaps it is in contrast with “the sons of 
men,” that there occur the phrases, “the chil- 
dren of the holy angels,” (1xix. 4,5.) “the sons 
of the angels,” (xxi. 1.) “the children of the 
angels of heaven.” (evi.5.) Yet there occurs 
the strange and unexplained statement, “in 
those days [i.e. “when the congregation of 
the just shall appear,” ch. xxxvili.] the elect 
and holy children shall come down from the 
high heavens: and their seed shall unite 
itself with the children of men.” (xxxix. 1.) 

The “avenging angels” are, in one case 
certainly, (Ixvi. 1. those employed in the 
flood,) good angels. Yet lvi. 1-3. they seem to 
be evil angels. In I xii. 11, lxiii. 1, nothing is 
expressed; nor in liii. 3. 

1]x. 14-21. The term applied to each is 
“spirit,” “the spirit of the sea;” butitis also 
said, “the spirit of the hoarfrost is its angel, 
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ning, hoar-frost, hail, snow, mist, dew, rain; and of the sea also; “ angels 
over the powers of the waters!.” In the Noah-portion of the book, there 
is an angel who stands in the fountain which, the writer says, “? produces: 
lead and tin.” It expands the title, “hosts of heaven,” to mean, that 
angels “ watch over the stars, that they should appear in their season,” and 
names “leaders of the four seasons,” “heads over thousands,” with “ other 
subordinate guides*.” The 15 names mentioned do not occur elsewhere. 
It speaks of “‘the leaders of the heads of the thousands, set over the 
whole creation and over the stars.” Of fallen angels, it is very full on that 
one point, for which it gained for a time extensive yet not complete recep- 
tion in the Church, viz. the idea that the sons of God, who were the parents 
of the giants before the flood, were, not “the sons of Seth,” but angels. 
Their number it asserts to have been 200°, gives the names of their 20 or 
21 leaders, and states, what arts some of them are to have taught to men ®. 
The giants born of them are said to have been 3000 ells high’. On the 
other hand, it mentions but little of Satan or of continued eyil-agency ®. 

It is a remarkable change from the book of Daniel, that the title 
“watcher,” which, in the prophet apparently is given to the angels to 
designate their sleepless being’, is, in Enoch, almost exclusively used of 


those whom this later writer reputed to have fallen before the flood ©. 


and the spirit of the hail is a good angel;” 
17. “And he [the spirit of the mist] is its 
angel,’ 19. “When the spirit of the rain 
moyes forth out of its containing vessel, the 
angels come and open the vessel, and lead 
him forth,” &c; and then follows the men- 
tion of “those angels,” who are described, 
(in imitation of Zechariah,) as sent to meas- 
ure in the North country, but hereto measure 
the righteous, ch. ]xi. 

1 ch. Ixyvi. 2) xv. 8. 31xxxli. 11-20. 

41xxy.1. Enoch is said to have “seen the 
paths of the angels.” xviii. 5. Of these it is 
said, (1xxx. 6.) ‘many heads of the stars set 
over will go astray.” (or “ fail.” D. who con- 
jectures that he may mean the planets. 
p. 344.) 

5ch. vi-xi Ixix. Extracts in G. Syncell. 
Chron. pp. 20-23. ed. Dind. The 20 bear a 
relation to the two hundred; they are sup- 
posed to be “leaders of tens.” In Ixix., the 
chief, Semyaza, CNIMMDW) Buxt. p. 2444, from 
Ps. Jon.) is counted apart. Dillmann corrects 
the corrupted names. pp. 93, 4. 

6In ch. viii, seven such are named: in 
Syne., 9: in ch. lxix. 4-12, attributed to Noah, 
5 others are mentioned, inconsistent with 
those lists, 

Tyii. 2. omitted by Syne. D. states, ‘one 
MS. has, 300,” evidently a correction. 

8“Satans” are mentioned as accusers of 
mankind; (from Job i. and Zech. iii.) xl. 7; 
(see p. 387. note 4;) “all mysteries of the 
angels and all violence of the Satans,” Ixy. 


6; “the avenging angels prepared all instru- 
ments [of punishment, liv. 3-5.] for Satan,” 
liii. 3. “The hosts of Azazel” were to be 
“laid in the depths of all damnation,” (D. p. 
171.) “because they were subject to Satan 
and seduced those who dwell on the earth,” 
(liv. 5, 6, but this too only relates to that one 
supposed set of acts before the flood.) 

9 Dan. iv. 10, 14, 20. [13,17, 23. Eng.] See 
below Lect. viii. pp. 426, 7. 

103.5, “the watchers shall tremble;” x. 7, 
“that all the children ef men may not perish 
through the mystery of all that which the 
watchers have uttered and have taught their 
sons;” Ib. 9, “go forth, and destroy the 
children of the watchers from among men ;” 
Ib. 15, “destroy the wanton souls and the 
children of the watchers, because they have 
mishandled men ;” xiii. 10, “I began to speak 
those words of righteousness and rebuke 
those watchers of heayen;” xiy. 1, “what 
follows written here is the word of righteous- 
ness and of correction of the eternal watch- 
ers;” Ib. 3, “He has created me and given 
to me to rebuke the watchers, the sons of 
heayen;” xv. 2, “ go and say to the watchers 
of heaven, who have sent thee to intercede 
for them.” xvi. 1, 2, “So will they putrefy, 
until the day when the great Judgment shall 
be fulfilled upon the great world, upon the 
watchers and the ungodly; and now, to the 
watchers who haye sent thee to intercede 
for them, to them who aforetime were in 
heaven, &c.” xci. 15, “In the 10th week in the 
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In some of this account of angels we are in an entirely different atmos. 


phere from the book of Daniel. 


It is not an expansion of the book of 


Daniel; but the result of a meditation on various passages of Holy Scrip- 
ture, to which the book of Daniel gave no impulse, since it contained no 
example of it. Fables, not from Daniel, are mixed up with truths which 


are from Daniel. 


There is, beside, detached use of the language of Daniel, as of other 


Scripture, in the book of Enoch. 


The book of Enoch is professedly made up of several books'. Its parts 
are very unequal. Its moral exhortations are earnest; then again there 


7th portion will be the judgment for eternity, 
that is held upon the watchers.” 

On the other hand, the adjuncts, “who 
watch,” “who sleep not,” are used to denote 
the unceasing praise and obedience in hea- 
ven, xxxix. 12,13. ‘“‘Thee they praise who 
sleep not; they stand before Thy Majesty, 
and praise, bless, and exalt Thee, saying, 
holy, holy, holy, is the Lord of spirits; He 
fills the earth with spirits. And then my 
eyes saw those who sleep not, as they stand 
before Him and praise, ‘&e.” Ixi. 12, “Him 
shall all they praise, who sleep not above in 
heaven.’ Ixxi. 6, 7, “Around it were the 
Cherubim and Ophannim; these are they 
who sleep not and who watch the throne of 
His glory.” xiv. 23, “The holy ones, who 
were near Him, departed not day or night, 
and went not away from Him.” See also xx. 
1, in note 4. p. 388. 

The title “ watchers” is only once given to 
good angels, xii. 2, 3, and then in antithesis 
to those who had fallen, “ All his [Enoch’s] 
life was with the holy ones and the watchers, 
and I, Enoch, was praising the great Lord 
and King of the world, when the watchers 
called me, me Enoch the scribe, and said to 
me, ‘Enoch, thou scribe of righteousness, 
go, carry tidings to the watchers of heaven 
who have left the high heaven, &e.’” 

1The parts, of which the book of Enoch 
consists, are; 1) the brief introduction, ch. 
i-y, declaring that God would come to judg- 
ment, and how all nature obeyed Him, great 
and small, except man. In this, which is 
loosely connected with the book, occurs a 
passage very like to, but not absolutely iden- 
tical with, that quoted by St. Jude. Then, 
unconnected with this, is the story founded 
on Gen. vi. 2, and Enoch’s embassy from the 
fallen angels to God, ch. vi-xvi. Then follows 
a story, now detached, but connected by its 
beginning with something which once pre- 
ceded it; “And they took me to a place.” It 
is Enoch’s travels in the unseen world, in 
which he mixes up some childish and impos- 
sible physics, ch. xvii-xxxvi. Then follows 


what is called (ch. xxxyii,) a second vision, 
distributed in 3 “figured discourses,” in which 
he describes what he saw in heaven, the abode 
of the blessed, ch. xxxviii-xliv, the Messiah, 
with the prophecy of His Coming, ch. xly- 
lvii. The third, ch. lviii-lxix, is in utter eon- 
fusion; a short prophecy of the lot of the 
righteous, ch. lviii; a statement that the 
writer saw the mysteries of thunder and 
lightning, ch. lix; another as to fabulous 
creatures, Leviathan, Behemoth, and angels 
of the elements, ch. 1x. (in the mouth of Noah, 
Ix. 8.;) the world to come and judgment by 
the Chosen, ch. ]xi-lxiv; a revelation of 
Enoch to Noah as to the flood and the punish- 
ment of fallen angels, with digressions about 
the formation of metals and hot springs, ch. 
Ixy-Ixviii. It winds up with a declaration of 
the might of the oath by the Name of God, 
whereby the world was created, lxix. 16-19, 
and preserved, 21-23, and praises God, 24, 5, 
whence it passes to the revelation of the 
Name of the Son of Man and of Judgment, 
26-29. Then follows the assumption of Enoch, 
and his sight of heaven, ch. Ixx. Ixxi. Then 
“the book of the courses of the light of hea- 
ven,” fabulous physics, ch. Ixxii-Ixxviii; a 
revelation addressed to his son Methuse- 
lah, ch. Ixxix; a prophecy of preternatural 
changes of nature for men’s wickedness, ch. 
lxxx; Enoch’s return to earth and his charge 
to Methuselah to hand down this knowledge, 
chiefly as to the physics, ch. 1xxxi, ii. Then 
two visions, early in the life of Enoch, 
related by him to his son Methuselah, (the 
second being a sketch from Adam to his own 
time,) ch. ]xxxiii-xec. an address to Methuse- 
lah and his brothers, ch. xci..with a disjointed 
fragment, Ib. 12-17. The “ doctrine of wisdom, 
written by Enoch the scribe,” an exhortation, 
mingled with prophecy, founded on judg- 
ment to come, ch. xcii-ev. Marvels at the 
birth of Noah, ch. evi, vii. “Another writing 
which Enoch wrote for his son Methuselah 
and for those who shall come after him, and 
hold the law in his last days;” a brief ex- 
hortation, ch. evii. 
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PROBABLE DATE OF THE CHIEF PART 


are those miserable false and childish physics, unrelieved in some places 
by any moral tone}, to which however one of the writers attaches primary 


importance with a foolish vanity’. 


The introduction is so loosely con- 


nected with the other parts, that it may easily have been joined on after- 
ward, and the passage in it, which resembles that quoted by S. Jude from 
the book of Enoch, may very probably have been fitted in by a later 


writer 3 


But the main substance of the book is doubtless old. The latest 


event spoken of in it relates to the time of the Maccabees‘. It has been 


1 ch. 1xxii-lxxvili. 

2xxxvii. lix. lxxxii. 3, 4. xciil. 10, 11, &e. 

8 The short preface centains the statement, 
that Enoch had observed that all trees were 
deciduous, except 14, which is a Greek state- 
ment, Geopon. xi. 1. See in Dillm. p. 91. 

4The only indication of time in the whole 
book lies in the vision, in which, under an 
allegory, its writer gives chief points of sacred 
history from Adam to the Maccabees. It 
indicates the restoration of the temple, then 
adds, in language taken from Malachi, “they 
began again to put a table before the tower 
[temple,] but all the bread thereon was de- 
filed and impure.” So the eyes of all these 
sheep were blinded as ‘to everything, and 
their “shepherds too, and they were given 
over to their shepherds to destroy, very 
many ; and the Lord of the sheep abode still, 
until all the sheep were scattered on the 
field, and mingled with them, and they deliver- 
ed them not from the hands of the beasts,” 
(Ixxxix. 73-4,) until a new generation arose, 
which tried to rouse the elders, but fruitlessly. 
That generation acquired horns, and their de- 
stroyers cast them down, until a great horn 
shot forth, which they assembled themselves 
to cast down, but could not. Ravenous birds 
preyed on them, until there remained only 
their skeletons, and these too sank to the 
ground and few sheep were left, (xc. 2-4.) 
Thus far, there are the grinding oppressions 
by foreign governors, and their own heathen- 
izing, as described 1 Mace. i. 11-13. Then 
follow three stages of recovery; 1) a new 
but defenceless generation, “ lambs,’ whose 
eyes were opened, who cried to their deaf 
and blinded parents, the sheep; the ravens 
flew at them and carried off one of the lambs. 
(Ib. 6-8.) 2). a time when the lambs gained 
horns, and the ravens cast down their horns. 
(Ib. 9.) The interval is marked by the for- 
mula, taken from Daniel, “And I beheld 
until” (see ab. p. 80.) 3) a time when a great 
horn shot up, of one of the sheep, the young 
ran to him, the ravens and ravenous birds 
tried to destroy the horn; and availed not, 
(Ib. 9-13); until, at last, they had exceeded 
the measure of destruction allowed, (Zech. i. 


15); the Lord of the sheep came and smote 
the earth with the rod of His anger; the 
earth opened and swallowed up the gathered 
foes, (14-18,) a sword was given to the sheep 
to destroy, and all the beasts and birds of 
the air fled before them. (19.) On this follows 
the Day of Judgment. (20.) A throne is set 
up in “the pleasant land,” (Dan.) and the 
sealed books were opened. (Dan. vii. 10.) Now 
as this is confessedly not prophecy, but imi- 
tation of prophecy, it must haye been writ- 
ten before the Maccabee struggles were 
closed. For it represents the struggles 
of the enemy to destroy the one great 
horn; and these struggles were to be 
ended supernaturally. But since there 
was no supernatural end, then this part of 
the book must anyhow have been written 
before the end, i.e. before the end of the 
wars of John Hyrcanus. But the whole de- 
scription also suits better to the time before 
Hyreanus. The first stage was unresisted 
persecution, when men’s eyes were opened, 
but before they began to resist. This suits 
the first Maceabee sufferings. (1 Mace. i. 62-4, 
li. 141, 2 Mace. v. 27-vii. 42.) The one lamb 
who was taken, may have been Eleazar, (2 
Mace. vi. 18-31,) or possibly Onias III. The 
second was the beginning of the Maccabee 
wars, when they were only a handful of men. 
The third suits with the time of Judas, or 
Jonathan, or Simon, under whom “the yoke 
of the heathen was taken away from Israci.” 
(1 Mace. xiii. 41.) In one respect, it suits 
Judas Maccabeeus best, because he was the 
first “ great horn” who was raised up; but it 
suits either of the three better than Hyr- 
canus; for, after the first siege of Jerusalem 
in which he surrendered, he fought, not 
against, but under Antiochus, (Jos. Ant. xiii. 
8. 4.) and when Antiochus was dead, he had 
no resistance from Syria to meet, until a 
slight ineffectual effort at the end, not .to 
subdue him, but to relieve Samaria. (Ib. 10. 2.) 

The mention of the Parthians and Medes, 
as the nations whose kings should in the last 
days be stirred up by angels against Jeru- 
salem, is of no account in fixing the date, as 
if the writer would not know of the Parthians 
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interpreted to relate to John Hyrcanus, professedly in order to leave room 
for the later date of the book of Daniel with which the writers were so 
deeply imbued'. It suits more naturally to Judas Maccabzeus, or Simon. 
But, at latest, the period of John Hyrcanus, B.C. 180-109, leaves no room 
for such a development of doctrine after B.C. 163. Yet there is absolutely 
no choice, it has never been pretended that there is any choice, except 
between true prophecy in the time from Nebuchadnezzar to Cyrus, and 
false prophecy in, or rather after, the death of Antiochus. 


until after Hyrcanus had fought in the army 
of Antiochus against them. The statement 
is a mere imitation of Zechariah (ch. xiv.) 
Parthians and Medes stand only as represen- 
tatives of Eastern nations, “in those days 
shall the angels gather themselves, and direct 
their heads toward the East, toward the 
Parthians and Medes, to stir up a spirit of 
uprising among the kings, &c.” (lvi. 5.) The 
two names stand, as in 1 Mace. xiv. 2, Arsaces 
is called “the king of Persia and Media;” 
Philip “returned from P. and M.” Ib. vi. 56. 
The Jews knew of Arsaces, king of Parthia, 
in the time of Simon, 1 Mace. xiv. 2, 3, xv. 22. 

I do not take account of the numbers of 
the rulers indicated in this section; for I do 
not think that they are any definite persons. 
Only it is clear that foreign rulers are meant. 

A writer, whom Dillmann accounts later 
than the chief writer of the book, places him- 
self and his revelation at the end of the 7th 
week of the world. But the 6th week ended 
with the Captivity. (xciii. 8.) Of the 7th 
week he says; “In the 7th week will a rebel- 
lious generation arise, and many will be its 
deeds, and all its words will be rebellion. 
And at the end thereof will the chosen and 
righteous be rewarded from the everlasting 
plant of righteousness, in that sevenfold in- 
struction [his own] will be given them as to 
His whole creation.” (Ib. 9,10.) But the 7th 
week was not yet closed, for the 8th was to 
begin with the times of the Messiah and with 
a power given to them over their enemies. 
(xci. 12.) And this was to follow a miracu- 
lous destruction of the enemy. (xc. 19. comp. 
18.) Since then the 7th age was not com- 
pleted, the calculation of Dillmann, that each 
week was to contain six generations, would, 
(if true) argue for the earlier composition of 
the book. For, according to him, the 14 gen- 
erations would reach to John Hyrcanus. (pp. 
390, 1.) Since then they were not completed, 
the book would, in this way too, fall before 
that time. 

1“ Qf all our canonical books in the Old 
Testament, the author (as is admitted and 
universally owned) took for his pattern 
chiefly the book of Daniel. He rested on 


22 


. 


that book, or developed from it, many of his 
chief doctrines, (those of the Messiah, the 
kingdom of Heaven, the resurrection, the 
judgment by the Messiah, the times of the 70 
shepherds;) and he imitated it in many de- 
tails of his descriptions and in expressions, 
(e. g. entitling the Israelites ‘stars of heaven,’ 
xlvi. 7, xliii. 3,4; the conception of the shin- 
ing of the righteous in the kingdom of the 
Messiah, civ. 2, or the descriptions of the 
throne of the Majesty of God, and what en- 
circles it, &c.;) and not merely the second 
part of the book, but the 4th also, and in 
single reminiscences the 5th also, betray this 
dependence on the book of Daniel. And 
this too of such sort, that it presupposes, not 
merely that the writer was acquainted with 
that book, but that he completely lived in its 
fundamental thoughts and firmly believed in 
them. This one circumstance would suffice 
to refute those, who would have it, that one 
portion of the book, (most of it except ch. 
XXxXvii-lxxii,) was written at the beginning 
of the Maccabee wars, and suppose that the 
last important person in Jewish history, 
whom the writer had lived to see, (ch. xe. 9. 
sqq.) was Judas Maccabeeus, not John Hyr- 
canus. Contrariwise, this circumstance 
compels us to assume, that a long time had 
elapsed sinee the writing of the book of 
Daniel, in which it had not only come into cir- 
culation and was much read, but had already 
attained a high, almost canonical, estimation 
in the congregation. Such an estimation it 
could, however, have attained in the half 
century before the writing of the book of 
Enoch.” Dillmann, Das B. Henoch, inl. p. 
xlv. His other grounds for placing the book 
in the time of Hyrcanus, are, that 1) a book 
so full, with such comprehensive objects and 
presupposing such learned studies, was not 
suited to such stormy times as those of the 
Maccabee wars, but “suits a time of rest after 
the struggle, in which people sought to main- 
tain, settle, and defend, theoretically and 
scientifically, what had been practically 
fought for and won.” p. xlvi. Certainly the 
Maccabee wars were not times for any writ- 
ing, the book of Daniel as little as any other, 


338 “INFALLIBILITY OR INFIDELITY.” 

I cannot, as some religious and eminent defenders of the book of Daniel 
have done, add to these human evidences the testimony of our Lord, or use 
Divine authority as a makeweight to human proof. There, we are 
altogether on different grounds, in a different atmosphere. What I have 
proposed to myself in this course of lectures is to meet a boastful criticism 
upon its own grounds, and to shew its failure, where it claims to be most 
triumphant. The authority of our Lord stands alone. It is all in all, or, 
we should have nothing. Itis the word of Him Who, being God, spake 
with a Divine knowledge, Perfect, Infallible. If His knowledge could have 
failed in any one thing, if He could (God forbid!) have set His seal on one 
thing which is not true, Divine authority would be gone. Hesitate how 
men will for the while, it was truly said by one of the most powerful 
intellects of this day, “ there is but one choice, Infallibility or infidelity.” 


unless by inspiration. But 1) it is not made 
out that the book of Enoch was written in 
Palestine. 2) In Palestine itself things were 
quiet, after the death of Antiochus Sidetes, 
B.C. 126. (Clinton, F. H. iii. 335.) 3) The book 
of Enoch is childish, except where borrowed 
from Holy Scripture. To assume then the 
later date, on account of this period of reflec- 
‘tion on Holy Scripture, is the usual “ begging 
the question,” the lateness of the book of 
Daniel. Of the two other grounds, on 2) the 
mention of the Parthians, and 3) the weeks 
of the world, see note 1. p. 393. 1t is plain 


that the assumed date of the book of Daniel 
is the real ground, upon which the date of 
‘the book of Enoch is fixed. 

1Dr. Newman. People rely, for this infal- 
‘lible teaching, personally on our Lord, or on 


the divinity of Holy Scripture, by virtue of 
His promise (8S. John xvi. 13, xiv. 26); or on 
the witness of the universal and undivided 
Church (which sanctioned the Creeds, and 
the doctrines of Grace, and of the Sacraments) 
by virtue of our Lord’s promise, (S. Matt. 
xxviii. 20, xvi. 18, “the gates of hell shall not 
prevail against it;”) or on the .manifold 
promises that God will bestow on us the gift 
of faith in what He has revealed; so that we 
have not human, but Divine, faith. In all 
these ways, people have an authority out of 
themselves and their own opinions. But we 
must have, subjectively, a supernatural faith, 
by gift of God the Holy Ghost, in that which 
has been supernaturally revealed, or we 
should haye no faith at all. 


LECTURE VIL. 


On the “ historical inaccuracies” falsely imputed to the book of Daniel, and the 
“improbabilities”’ alleged. 


THE charges of “historical inaccuracies” have been lavished with a reck- 
less hand. They are gathered into one in the following statement of 
Lengerke1, who exhibits in them the current charges of the German 
rationalists’. They have been recently transferred among us by a dissent- 
ing writer 3. 

“5) The lateness of its date is clear also through the historical inaccura- 
cies. Errors in chronology and antiquities, and embellishment of the 
history, remove the author far from the prophetic period. For, only in 
regard to the Maccabee times, does he give accurate and detailed accounts. 
As historical inaccuracies must be accounted; 1) the date of the first 
deportation ch. i. 1; 2) the historical contradiction between ch. i. 21. and 
ii. 1; 3) the false idea of the lion’s den, ch vi. and 4) of the Magi. (ch. ii.) 
It excites at least the gravest suspicion, that Daniel (ch. viii.) in the reign 
of the Mede Cyaxares II. [Belshazzar,] 5) sees himself in vision at Susa, 
as a residence of the Persian kings; for although Susa was already built in 
the reign of Darius, it did not become a royal residence until the time of 
Cyrus. 6) He speaks of satraps and government by satraps, which cannot 
be imagined under the Babylonians, nor under Medes and Persians at the 


time of the capture of Babylon. 7) He calls Nebuchadnezzar erroneously 


1Daniel Einl. 2 13. p. 1xiii. 

2De Wette, in his Einl. 2 255. a. Ed. 7. (as 
became his practice) epitomized Lengerke. 
“That Daniel is not the author of this book 
is clear, 1) out of the fabulous contents of the 
historical portion, which is full of improba- 
bilities, (ii. 3 sqq. 46 sqq. ili. 1. 5 sqq. 20, 22, 28 
sqq. iv. 31 sqq. v. 11 sqq. 18 sqq. 29. vi. 8 sqq. 
26 sqq.) of monstrous miracles, (ii. 28, iii. 23 
sqq. v. 5, vi. 23, 25,) and even of historical in- 
correctnesses, (such as no other prophetical 
book of the O. T. contains;)” “incorrect rep- 
resentations of the wise men of Babylon, 
Daniel’s inconceivable admission among 
them (ii. 2, iv. 7, v. 7, 11.); Darius the Mede 
instead of Cyaxares II (vi. 1. [v. 31. Eng.] ix. 
1, xi. 1.); mention of the (Persian) institution 


of satraps under Nebuchadnezzar, (iii. 3,) and 
Darius the Mede, vi. 2. [1 Eng.]; Ahasuerus, 
father of Darius the Mede, (Cyaxares II.) 
instead of Astyages (ix. 1.); Belshazzar, son 
of Nebuchadnezzar, last king of Babylon (vy. 
11, 13, 18, 22, 30, contrary to Berosus in Jos. ec. 
Ap. i. 20.); conception of the lion’s den as a 
pit. (vi. 17.)” “ts relations moreover are 
formed so much upon the same type. (comp. 
ii. 2-11, with iv. 4-8, v. 8; lili. 4-12, 24-30, with 
vi. 8-18, 21-24.) This love of miracies and 
the religious fanatieism, as nourished by per- 
secution, which it breathes, evince, that it is 
akin to the 2d book of Maccabees, and a fruit 
of the times of Antiochus Epiphanes, and this 
uniformity betrays the fiction.” 
3 Davidson, Introd. T. iii. pp. 174, 5, 180-92. 
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the father of the last king, gives that king a false name, makes him of 
royal blood, and follows-a false legend as to the capture of Babylon and 
the fate of the last king. 8) He brings on the stage a Cyaxares II., Darius 
the Mede, who never lived. 9) He makes the supremacy of the Medes 
still subsist at the time of the capture of Babylon; and 10) is in ignorance 
as to the order of succession of Persian kings.” ‘ 

Of this list of errors, attributed to the writer of the book of Daniel, but, 
in truth, the inventions of the neologist school, I have already shown the 
baselessness of the imputation as to the account of the Medes and Per- 
sians!. 1) It is quite clear that Daniel does not speak of the Median pre- 
eminence as still lasting at the time of the capture of Babylon?. He twice 
expresses the contrary, that “ Darius the Mede received the kingdom” i.e. 
from another, and “was made king” i.e. by another*. 2) It is probable 
+that there was a Cyaxares II; but the identification of Cyaxares II. with 
Darius the Mede is only a probable historical conjecture, with which Daniel 
is in no way concerned. 

It is directly false, on the surface of the book, to say °, that Daniel gives 
an accurate account of the times of the Maccabees alone. The accuracy 
of the prophecy of the victories of Alexander, of his sudden untimely end 
at his full strength, of the four-fold division of his empire, and of some 
chief events in the two houses of the Ptolemies and the Seleucide for 7 or 
8 generations previous to the time of Antiochus Epiphanes and the Macca- 
bees, have been used by the Porphyry-school as arguments against their 
being prophecy. “They are too accurate and minute,” these men say, 
“to be prophecies.” Then they cannot be inaccurate also; nor has there 
been an attempt to pomt out an inaccuracy. 

The hypocritical argument is plainly nihil ad rem. It is to be an argu- 
ment against the genuineness of Daniel that he was ignorant of the Per- 
sian succession®, What? In the minds of these writers, who disbelieve 
in prophecy, it is to be an argument that Daniel did not write the book, 
because he did not know events yet future in the time of Daniel! So then 
each is alike to be an argument against the genuineness of Daniel, that, 
on the hypothesis, he did, and did not know the future! Be it that he 
did not know more of the Persian succession than he sets down in his 
book, that God only revealed to him certain marked points of history and 
not the rest. We cannot tell. Perhaps it is the most probable. But this 
ignorance, if it were such, would have its obvious ground, if he knew 
what he knew, by revelation from God. In that case, he did not know it, 
because God did not reveal this unimportant series of kings, which eyen 
human historians have revolted from dwelling on. The alleged ignorance 
is perfectly consistent with the real character of Daniel, as a prophet. 
For God revealed to His prophets so much of the future, as He willed His 
people to be forewarned of. It is utterly inconsistent with the character 
of the assumed Pseudo-Daniel. For it is absurd to suppose a person to 


1 Obj. 9. 2See Lect. ili. pp. 157. sqq. 5 Lengerke’s Introductory Statement. See 
3 Ib. pp. 157,,8. 4Obj. 8. See Ib. pp. 159, 60. ab. p. 340, 6 Obj. 10. 
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know by human knowledge the number of kings from Cyrus to Xerxes, 
and then again the chief events from Alexander onward, and to have 
been absolutely ignorant of the whole intermediate history, or that there 
was any history intervening. 

I will take the other charges in order. 

i. The date! in ch. i. accurately agrees with Berosus, and is not contra- 
dicted by any authority ; the date in ch. ii. agrees exactly with that in ch. 
i. Daniel says, ch. i., that Nebuchadnezzar besieged Jerusalem in the 
third year of Jehoiakim; that God gave Jehoiakim into his hands and a 
portion of the vessels of the house of the Lord; and that certain of the 
seed-royal and of the nobles were carried to Babylon. He does not say, 
whether Jerusalem was taken or no. The mention that, not Jerusalem 
but, Jehoiakim fell into the hands of Nebuchadnezzar, rather implies that 
it was not. Daniel states the expedition and its results. Nebuchadnezzar 
besieged Jerusaiem, and took Jehoiakim. Jehoiakim became tributary to 
Nebuchadnezzar, as we read in the book of Kings, ? and became his servant 
three years. Perhaps the profane king, (such as we know Jehoiakim to 
have been *,) redeemed himself with treasures out of the temple, a portion 
of the vessels, and hostages. The book of Chronicles relates the two 
leading facts of the capture of Jehoiakim and the carrying away of some 
of the vessels of the Lord, equally without relating any capture of Jerusa- 
lem. * Against him came up Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, and bound 
him in fetters, to carry him to Babylon. Nebuchadnezzar also carried of the 
vessels of the Lord to Babylon, and put them in his temple in Babylon. It is 
the more probable, that the writer of the book of Chronicles is speaking 
of the same event as Daniel, in that both speak of a portion® only of the 
vessels of the house of the Lord being taken; but Daniel alone supplies 
the date. 

The first year of Nebuchadnezzar falling, according to Jeremiah ®, in 
some part of the 4th of Jehoiakim, this expedition, in the course of which 
he besieged Jerusalem, was before his accession to the throne. This 
coincides with the account in Berosus’ of Nebuchadnezzar’s successful 
expedition, when sent by his father Nabopolassar, from which he brought 
to Babylon Jewish captives, as well as Syrian, Pheenician, and Egyptian ; 
and “*from the spoils” of which war “he ornamented splendidly the 
temple of Bel,” who was specially his god. In Daniel, whose king 
Nebuchadnezzar had been from boyhood, it is nothing surprising, that he 
should speak of Nebuchadnezzar in no other way, than, “king Nebuchad- 
nezzar,” even when speaking of the time before his accession. Daniel 
does not ordinarily mention kings by their name only, Nebuchadnezzar, 
Belshazzar, Cyrus, but adds the royal title also*. We should naturally say, 


1 Obj. 1 and 2. 22 Kgs. xxiv. 1. 7See Lect. ji. p. 116. 8 Jos. c. Ap. i. 19. 
3 Jer, xxxvi. 23-25. 42 Chr. xxxvi. 6,7. 9 Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon, (in con- 
: : trast with Jerusalem,) i. 1. the king Neb., ii. 
SoONT m2 "7D NYP Dan. i 2 46 iii, 9 3, 5,7, 24, v1. Belshazzar the 
Maes eRe! v4 509 2 Chr. xxxvi. 7. king, v.1,9. Belshazzar king of Babylon, vii. 
6 Jer. xxv. L 1, viii. 1. Darius the king, vi. 6, 9,25. Cyrus 
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“Queen Victoria was carefully educated by her mother,” or “the Emperor 
Napoleon passed some years of his life in England,” although the educa- 
tion of our Queen was concluded before her early accession to the throne, 
and the Emperor’s residence here, was before his accession and while he 
was in exile. 

Daniel then having been carried captive in the third year of Jehoiakim, 
there is no discrepancy, but perfect agreement, between the dates in the 
first and second chapters. Daniel was to be educated for three years’ im 
the learning and tongue of the Chaldeans; at the end of the days he was 
examined before the king; and in the course of the 2d year of the reign 
of Nebuchadnezzar, he was counted among the wise men, and was to 
share their lot. For this period of three years there is ample space. 

Jehoiakim himself, probably, came to the throne in the middle of B.C. 
609. For since the expedition of Pharaoh Necho against Asshur was pro- 
bably in the spring, when campaigns commonly began, Josiah, who was 
slain when Necho reached Megiddo, probably died in that spring. Let 
us suppose it the end of April, for clearness. Then the three months’ reign 
of Jehoahaz would have been broken off at the end of July, B.C. 609. The 
3d year of Jehoiakim, whom Pharaoh placed on the throne in his stead, 
would begin at the end of July, B.C. 607. In that year Nebuchadnezzar, 
according to Daniel, came against him. If Jehoiakim submitted in No- 
vember of that year, the three years of Daniel would close, late in 604 er 
early in 608. If, again, Nebuchadnezzar returned to Babylon from that 
extensive expedition against Phoenicia, Coele-Syria, Egypt, and succeeded 
his father near the end of the 4th year of Jehoiakim, B.C. 605, then the 
second year of Nebuchadnezzar would not be completed till B.C. 603, and 
the close of Daniel’s three years would fall in the latter part of that his 
second year. 

But it is probable that the submission of Jerusalem did take place in 
November, B.C. 607, For although Jeremiah only mentions that the fast 
was proclaimed in the ninth month?, yet as this must have been a civil fast, 
the analogy of the four fasts in four several months*, after the final cap- 
ture of Jerusalem, makes it probable that this day was fixed in connection 
with some recent event which men mourned. And that the more, because 
November would otherwise hardly have been selected for a fast, which, at 
that season, must have been the more trying for those who had to come up 
to Jerusalem. There is no recent event at that time, except the siege of 
Jerusalem. 

At that time, the access to Jerusalem was open on all sides. For the 
words were to be read in the ears of all Judah, that are coming out of their 
cities, that are coming from the cities of Judah to Jerusalem‘. 


king of Persia, x.1. In other places, in which title “king” had occurred in y.1.) “Darius 
the name stands alone, some attribute ofthe the Median received the kingdom,” v. 31. 
royal title has been mentioned, or the title “Tt pleased Darius,” vi.1. “In the first year 
itself had occurred in the context, as Dan.i. of Darius, which was made king,” ix. 1. 

18; “in the reign of Neb.,” ii. 1, iii..9, 13, 14, /14,1,5,18. 2Jer.xxxvi.9. %Zech. viii. 19. 
16, 19; “ Belshazzar commanded,” vy. 2, (the 4D°Nan Jer. xxxvi. 6. and again ver. 9. 
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In the following year Jehoiakim rebelled. In his days, it is related}, 
Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon came up, and Jehoiakim became his servant 
three years ; then he turned and rebelled against him. Jehoiakim must have 
been already plotting that rebellion at the time of the fast, a year before 
he avowed it. And this explains his extreme anger at the predictions of 
Jeremiah, that he burnt the roll and directed that Jeremiah and Baruch 
should be seized?. For Jeremiah had foretold the fruitlessness and de- 
structiveness of that policy, upon which the reckless king was bent. At 
that time, the sixth year of Jehoiakim, Nebuchadnezzar was probably 
engaged elsewhere; for he did not himself come up against him, as he 
had before and did afterward. For it is said*; The Lord sent against him 
bands of the Chaldees, and bands of the Syrians, and bands of the Moabites, 
and bands of the children of Ammon. The mention of bands of these several 
nations points to irregular incursions, made to harass him, not to any 
formal effort directed by any chief general. 

With this agrees the mention, made by the Rechabites, of the * army of 
the Chaldxans, and the army of the Syrians, which constrained them, so far, 
contrary to their father’s injunctions, to dwell at Jerusalem. 

The expedition, led first by generals of Nebuchadnezzar, and then by 
himself in person in his 7th year®, when he carried captive three thousand 
Jews and three and twenty, was doubtless in the first instance directed 
against Jehoiakim. The 7th year of Nebuchadnezzar coincided with the 
latter part of the reign of Jehoiakim, and the three months of the reign of 
his son Jehoiachin. But those three months were not enough to furnish 
the occasion of the expedition, to begin and to complete it. Jehoiakim 
very possibly slept with his fathers, before the siege began, and people 
may have thought for those three months, that he had escaped the dis- 
grace foretold by the Prophet. The dragging of his corpse was probably 
meant as a warning to bad successors, not to rebel. 

The first siege of Jerusalem falling in the third year of Jehoiakim, 
must have preceded the defeat of Pharaoh Necho at Carchemish, which 
took place in the 4th year. But, as we know not one fact beyond these 
dates, except the relative position of the places; not one circumstance as 
to the campaign, except its success; since too the conquering party does 
not even name Necho, unless the Assyrians contemptuously regarded his 
authority as delegated, and himself as the rebellious Satrap, we have 
nothing, upon which to build a theory of the campaign. Sennacherib 
aforetime, and Nebuchadnezzar afterward in the time of Zedekiah, were 
engaged in the subdual of Judzea before they attacked Egypt, and were 
withdrawn from the siege by reports of an expedition from Egypt. 
Necho took Carchemish three years before, after defeating Josiah. Why 
Nebuchadnezzar should have placed his army between Carchemish and 


12 Kgs. xxiv. 1. He had probably been made king by the people, probably to con- 
placed on the throne by Necho, as being in __ tinue the policy of Josiah. 
the interests of Egypt, as, contrariwise, he 2 Jer, xxxvi. 23-26. 
had been passed over after the death of his 32 Kgs. xxiv. 2. 
father, and his younger brother had been 4 Jer. xxxv. ll. 5 Ib. lii. 28. 
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Egypt, preferring first to recover the king of Jerusalem to his dependence 
on himself, of course we cannot know. The fact is implied by Berosus 
as well as by Daniel. But the measure has no such improbability, as to 
throw a doubt on any statement even of ordinary history. Inde- 
pendent dates, such as these in Daniel, which are perfectly consistent 
with each other and with history, yet which could not have been sug- 
gested by other history, bear the characteristic mark of an original 
authority, viz. that it states what it knows, regardless whether it agree 
‘primé facie with other history or no. 

It is even strange how a difficulty could be raised about an account so 
simple and consistent. It was raised by remodelling history, contradict- 
ing Berosus’ account of the campaign before Nebuchadnezzar came to the 
throne, asserting, that when Jeremiah said, the fourth year of Jehoiakim 
was the first of Nebuchadnezzar, he did not really mean his first year, 
but the “first, in which the Jews heard of him?!;” contradicting the ac- 
count in the book of Kings, that on Jehoiakim’s rebellion, after being 
tributary for three years, God sent bands of Chaldees, Syrians, Moabites, 
Ammonites, against him, and so placing Nebuchadnezzar’s first invasion 
in the 6th year of Jehoiakim, and, (contrary to the explicit statement in 
Jeremiah,) denying that, which was probably directed against Jehoiakim 
in his last year, although it fell upon his son. 

And yet for all this contradiction of Scripture, there is not even a plea, 
except a mistaken arrangement of the events in Josephus”, and a pre- 
conceived opinion that Nebuchadnezzar invaded Judeea once only, and an 
impatience at the inability to gather scattered notices into systematic 
history. 

ii. Rationalists must now retract the assertion that “*the last king of 
Babylon has a false name in Daniel ;” since it is now an admitted fact, 
that the name of Belshazzar occurs on Babylonian Cylinders, as that of 
the eldest. son of Nabunahit, (the Nabonidus of Berosus, the Labynetus 
of Herodotus,) the last king of Babylon, and being associated with his 
father in the empire, and slain at Babylon. The history was read at one 
and the same time in Lower Chaldzea by Oppert*, and by Sir H. Rawlin- 
son®in England. The three monograms, by which the name is expressed, 
are each well known, as being of frequent occurrence®. The fact, that 


lLengerke, p. 3. from Griesenger, Neue 
Ansicht, &¢. p. 39. 

2 Ant. x. 6, 8 Obj. 7. 

4“Tn Abu Shahrein in Lower Chaldea, 


the Euphrates. Two of these cylinders have 
already reached me.—The most important 
fact which they disclose is that of the name 
Belsharezer, and that he was admitted by 


cylinders of, Nabonid have been discovered, 
wherein mention is made of his eldest son 
and co-regent Belsarussur. He was slain in 
Babylon, and is the Belshazzar of Scripture.” 
Oppert, letter to Prof. Olshausen, Jan. 16. 
1854, in Zeitschr. d. Deutsch. morg. Gesch. 
viii. 598. 

5“Mr. J. Taylor—has lately discovered a 
number of clay cylinders at Um-Qeer, the 
modern Arab capital of Sook-ess-shoohd on 


his father to a share in the government.” 
Sir H. Rawl. in Atheneeum, March 1854. p. 
341. There was an earlier Bel-Sar-ousour, a 
king of Kisisim, in the reign of Sargon, 
according to Oppert Hist. des Sargonides 
p. 24. 

6“The name is expressed by three mono- 
grams, the first signifying the god Bel; the 
second, shar, a king; and the third being the 
same sign which terminates the name of 
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Belshazzar was slain, is illustrated “'by the inscription of Bisutun, in that 
the impostor, who caused the Babylonians to revolt against Darius Hys- 
taspes, and who personated the heir to the throne, did not take the name 
of the eldest son? of Nabonidus, Belsharezer, but of the second son 
Nabukudurusur.” Berosus, then, gives the history of the open campaign 
of the father Nabonetus, who, having been defeated, shut himself up in 
Borsippa, and was there taken after the capture of Babylon. Daniel 
relates the prediction of the fall of the Babylonian Empire in the capital, 
given to the son of Belshazzar in the midst of his idolatrous insolence, 
and its fulfillment. The two accounts, which unbelievers have insolently 
contrasted, and which believers have been unable to harmonize, appear 
as distinct portions of the same history, the downfall of Babylon. But 
men might well ask themselves, which is the most likely to have known 
the name of Belshazzar, which remained unknown to Babylonian, Per- 
sian, or Greek historians, the prophet who lived in Babylon, or a Jew who 
is to have lived in Palestine nearly four centuries afterward ? 

ii. In what way this Belsharusur was descended from Nebuchadnezzar, 
since his father was not of the royal family, may yet be discovered, or 
may, without detriment, remain unknown. Intermarriage with the 
family of a conquered monarch, or with a displaced line, is so obvious a 
way of strengthening the newly acquired throne’, that itis a priori proba- 
ble, that Nabunahit would so fortify his claim. The fact, that two impos- 
tors took the title of ‘ Nabocodrossor son of Nabonid,” completely 
establishes the fact, that Nabonidus wished to associate his family and 
dynasty with that of the great conqueror and the benefactor of Babylon. 


Nabopolassar, Nebuchadnezzar, Nergalsha- 
reser, &c.” Rawl. l.c. Nergalshareser is, by 
a like contraction, called Neriglissoor by Be- 
rosus in Jos. ¢c. Ap. i. 21; Neriglisar, by 
Megasthenes, Alex. Polyh. in Eus. Chron. ; 
Niglisar by Jos. Ant. x. 11.2. Belshazzar is 
not much abbreviated from Bel-shar-usur, 
and is abbreviated according to that com- 
mon principle of languages, by giving it a 
more Aramaic form. The W& is retained 
although not pronounced; the r alone is lost? 
and that is replaced by the double z. We 
have NWI for WNIWwhI. Perhaps 
Daniel wrote it, as it was pronounced. We, 
English, strangely change the pronunciation 
of our proper names. I remember, Saxby 
being Sauceby; Birmingham being Brum- 
megem; Cirencester is pronounced Ciceter ; 
Leicester, Lester; Worcester, Worster; Mal- 
vern, Mawvern; Magdalene College was, in 
Oxford, Maudlen; in London, the Magdalen 
Penitentiary was pronounced as it is spelled. 

1Sir H. Rawl. in Atheneum 1. ec. Prof. 
Rawl. Herod. Ess. 8. i. 525. note 8, from Behis- 
tun Inser. i. par. 17. iii. par. 13. re-edited, Ib. 
T. ii. pp. 595, 6. 608. 

2The fact, that Belshazzar was the eldest 


son, is stated in an inscription, thus deci- 
phered by Dr. Hincks (Journal for Sacer. Lit. 
T. xiv. p. 412); “Save thou me; as to poster- 
ity, distant days to an extending extend 
thou; also as to Belshazzar, the son, the 
beginning of the issue of my heart, on the 
worship of thy great godhead his heart make 
to abide.” Prof. Rawlinson informs me, that 
no. name is mentioned in the inscriptions, 
together with that of the reigning monarch, 
unless he were co-regent. Dr. Hincks speaks 
of Belshazzar, as being, according to the in- 
scriptions, “heir apparent.” Ib. p. 409. 

3 Prof. Rawlinson (Bampton L. pp. 443, 4.) 
gives as instances, “so Amasis married a 
daughter of Psammetik III. (Wilkinson in 
Raw/l. Herod. ii. 387.) and Atossa was taken to 
wife both by the Pseudo-Smerdis and by 
Darius Hystaspes. (Her. iii. 68, and 88.) On 
the same grounds Herod the Great married 
Mariamne. (Jos. B. J. i. 12. 3.)” Even Mr. F. 
Newman acknowledges the principle m 
regard to the committing of Zedekiah’s 
daughters to Gedaliah: (Jer. xli. 10.) quoted 
Ib, The same principle was probably in- 
volved in Absalom’s incest, (2 Sam. xvi. 22, 
23.) and Adonijah’s request, 1 Kgs. ii. 23. 
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No one would hesitate to accept such an explanation in secular history. 
Tt is unphilosophical to set historical statements at variance, when they 
admit of a ready solution. 

iv. But, it is said, the Queen-motherand Daniel speak of Nebuchadnezzar 
to Belshazzar, as his father, and to Belshazzar, as being his son, whereas the 
relation was, anyhow, that of grandfather and grandson, so that, although, 
by God’s Providence, men have unexpected external evidence that the 
name is right, still the relation is to be wrong. These men teach the old 
prophet, that he ought to have said, “ Nebuchadnezzar, thy grandfather,” 
“and thou, his grandson.” Most accurate advice! Daniel would doubtless 
have followed it, had he been speaking English. But what if, in Chaldee, 
it was impossible, without coining a new word? Neither in Hebrew, nor 
in Chaldee, is there any word for “grandfather,” “grandson!” “ Fore- 
fathers” are called “ fathers ” or “ fathers’ fathers.” But a single grand- 
father, or forefather, is never called “ father’s father,” but always “father” 
only. This is so, alike in early and late Hebrew, and the Chaldee follows 
the idiom. Jacob says, ? The God of my father, the God of Abraham, and 
the fear of Isaac. God says to Aaron, * the tribe of Levi, the tribe of thy father. 
The confession, to be made at the offering of the first fruits, began; *A 
Syrian, ready to perish, was my father ; and in the same sense, probably, 
Moses says, *the God of my father. David said to Mephibosheth *, I 
will surely shew thee kindness, for Jonathan thy father’s sake, and will restore 
to thee all the land of Saul thy father. And Asa is related to have ‘removed 
Maachah his mother from being qucen, though it is said in the same chapter, 
that she was the mother of Abijam his father’. Maacha herself, who is 
called daughter of Absalom®, was really his granddaughter, he having left 
one only daughter, Tamar’, and her own father being Uriel’. Again, it 
is said, 4! Asa did right in the eyes of the Lord, as did David his father, and 
in like way of Hezekiah”. Contrariwise, it is said that ® Ahaz did not 
right, like David his father; that “ Amaziah did right—yet not like David his 
father ; he did according to all things as Joash his father did. Here, in one 
verse, the actual father and the remote grandfather are alike called his 
father; as, before, the father and grandfather of Mephibosheth® were 
called, in the same verse, his father. ' Josiah, it is said, walked in the ways 
of David his father ; he began to seek the God of David his father. In Isaiah 
there occur, ' Jacob thy father ; " thy first father, i. e. Adam; and to Heze- 
kiah he said, * Thus saith the Lord, the God of David thy father. So, on the 
other hand, there is no one Hebrew or Chaldee word to express “ grand- 
son.” In laws, if the relation has to be expressed, the idiom is thy son’s 


1 Even in Rabbinic, Buxtorf only mentions 92 Sam. xiv. 27. 102 Chrexiii. 2. 
the terms, >}p}, DIPI “my old man, my old 111 Kgs. xv. 11. 
: : 7 a ; 
woman,” for “my grandfather,” “my grand- 2 Kea. xvill.8,2 Chr. xxi. 2. 


182 Kgs. xvi. 2, 2 Chr. xxviii. 1. 


mother.” col. 684. 42 Kgs, xiv. 3. 


2Gen. xxxi. 42. 3 Num. xviii. 2. 152 Chr. xxxiv. 2,3 
4 Deut. xxvi. 5. § Bx. xviii. 4. 16 Ts, lviii. 14. Wb. xliii. 27. 
62Sam.ix.7%  %1Kgs.xv.13. ‘Ib. 2. 8 Ib, xxxviii. 5. 19 Ley. xviii. 10. 
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daughter, or 1 thy daughter's daughter ; or it is said, 2thow shalt tell it to thy 
son’s son; * rule thou over us, thou and thy son, and thy son’s son. The rela- 
tion can be expressed in this way in the abstract, but there is no way in 
Hebrew or Chaldee to mark, that one person was the grandson of another, 
except in the way of genealogy, “Jehu the son of Jehoshaphat, the son of 
Nimshi.” And so, the name son stands for the “grandson,” and a person 
is at times called the son of the more remarkable grandfather, the link of 
the father’s name being omitted. Thus Jacob asked for * Laban the son of 
Nahor, omitting the immediate father, Bethuel®; Jehu is called the son of 
Nimshi*, omitting his own father, Jehoshaphat’. The prophet Zechariah 
is called the son of Iddo*, his own father being Berachiah®. Hence the 
Rechabites said, as a matter of course, !° Jonadab the son of Rechab our 
Sather commanded us ; we have obeyed in all things the voice of Jonadab the 
son of Rechab our father ; although Jonadab lived some 180 years before". 
And reciprocally God says, @the words of Jonadab the son af Rechab, that 
he commanded his sons, are performed; and, Because ye have obeyed the com- 
mandment of Jonadab your father, and kept all his precepts. 

In the Assyrian inscriptions, Sargon speaks of the “kings my fathers,” 
although himself probably connected with the former line of kings, only 
through intermarriage ; and Isaiah speaks of “!*Merodach Baladan, son 
of Baladan,” the immediate father of Merodach Baladan having been 
Searing. 

The requisition then, that Daniel or the Queen-mother should have 
expressed to Belshazzar the exact relation in which he stood to Nebuchad- 
nezzar, is a thing simply impracticable according to the genius of the 
language. But further, it would have been false to nature. The object 
of the Queen-mother was to influence Belshazzar; that of Daniel, to im- 
press him by the contrast of his conduct and his grandfather’s. The 
words “‘son’s son” are used, (where they are used,) to express distance. 
The idiom expresses the continuing-on of the line. It is, as I said, never 
used of an individual. Daniel used the only idiom, existing in the lan- 
guage, to express the relation; and at the same time, instead of mention- 
ing an inglorious father, he set before Belshazzar the history of his 
renowned father, the father of his greatness, the neglected example of 
God’s judgment on the proud, and of His mercy on humbled pride. 

y. In regard to Susa™, rationalism, credulous, as usual, against the 
Bible, snatched at first at a statement of Pliny, “!Susiana, in which 
Susa, the ancient regal city of the Persians, was built by Darius the son 
of Hystaspes.” It also mistranslated Daniel, as though he said, that he 
was actually in Susa!8, whereas he says, that in his vision he was there, 


1 Lev. xvili. 10, 17. 2x. x. 2. 12 Th. 14, 16. 

3 Jud. viii. 22. 4Gen. xxix. 5. 13 Athenzeum |. c. Rawl. Herod. T. i. p. 472. 
5 Ib. xxviii. 5. 144xxxix.1l. 15 Rawl. B. Lect. p. 443. note 4. 
61 Kgs. xix. 16, 2 Kgs. ix. 20. 16 Obj. 5. WN. H. vi. 27, 31. 

72 Kgs. ix. 2, 14. 8 Ezr. v. 1, vi. 14. 18 Bertholdt defended this at length, (pp. 
®Zech. i. 1. 10 Jer. xxxv. 6, 8. 10, 4.) followed by Bachiene (Heil. Geogr. p. 


Nin Jehu’s time B.C. 884. (2 Kgs. x. 15.) 615.) and others; which every one now sees 
Jeremiah’s prophecy was about B, C. 707. to be wrong. 
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(as Ezekiel speaks of his being in his vision at Jerusalem'.) Then it 
tried to establish, that Elam was not conquered by Nebuchadnezzar’, so 
that Daniel was to have stated that he was in a place, not then built and 
not in the Babylonian empire. All these allegations were plainly con- 
trary to the facts. 

Xenophon calls the city, Susa,in the time of Cyrus, saying that he 
“3 passed the three spring months in Susa.’”’ Cambyses sent Prexaspes 
to Susa to put his brother to death‘; then, on hearing of the revolt of 
Pseudo-Smerdis, he set off himself to march to Susa® against him, but 
died; the two Magi reigned there®. Darius Hystaspes came thither 
from Persia Proper, of which his father was Satrap’. Herodotus too calls 
it “8 the Susa of Memnon,” a name which carries its date back to the 
fabulous times of Greece. Strabo says, that the Persian kings chose it as 
their residence, in part, ““®on account of the dignity of the city; ” and so, 
as long pre-existing. Greek traditions placed ““!Memnon son of Tith- 
onus and his Susianians” in the time of the Trojan war. Pliny does not 
contradict all this, if we understand that he used the word “built,” in 
regard to Susa, in the way in which it is so often said of one who rebuilds, 
beautifies, enlarges or fortifies. In that sense he must clearly have used 
it of Ecbatana, when he says, “1 King Seleucus built Ecbatana, the capital 
of Media.” So Nebuchadnezzar said, ” Is not this great Babylon that I have 
built for the house of the kingdom ? and, in this sense, Solomon doubtless is 
said to have “built Tadmor,” and Rehoboam to have “! built” Bethle- 
hem, Tekoah, and other towns, which existed long before. The 
Cuneiform inscriptions mention “Shushan” (written as in Daniel) 
as one of the two capitals of Elam, even during the Assyrian Empire, in 
the reign of Asshur-bani-pal, son of Hsarhaddon. It was twice taken by 
Asshur-bani-pal, and, the second time, was, with most of Susiania, incor- 
porated with Babylonia, as a Satrapy under his brother™®. If this con- 
tinued, it was already part of Babylonia, when Nabopulassar rebelled. 

Rationalism then had to retreat from all those former charges, step by 
step. What remains resolves itself into a mere denial of prophecy. 
Daniel saw Susa, as a representative of Persian empire. Probably 
it was already the seat of that empire. For it is in itself unlikely, 
that Cyrus should have abandoned his Persians, and made _ the 
Median capital his only seat of empire. The one authority, who states 
that he made Susa the Persian residence, does not hint that he made it 
so after the conquest of Babylon. Contrariwise one of the grounds, 
which Strabo assigns for the choice °, its “bordering upon Babylon,” suits 
the times before its capture better than those subsequent. Before the 


1 Ezek. viii—-xi. 

2See ab. Lect. iii. pp. 154, 5. 
1: 8Cyrop. viii. 6. ult. 4 Herod. iii. 30. 

5 Ib. 64. 8 Tb, 65. 

7“Darius, son of Hystaspes, arrived at 
Susa, having come from the Persians. For 
of these his father was governor,” (Umapxos, i. 
q. Satrap.) Ib. 70, 


8 vii. 151. In vy. 54, he calls it “the Memno- 
nian city;” v. 53, “the Memnonian palace.” 

* xv. 3.2: p. 728. 10 Diod. ii. 22, 

MN. H. vi. 14, 17. 

12 Dan. iv. 30. Eng. 27. Ch. 

B31 Kgs, ix. 18. 142 Chr. xi. 6. 

16 Rawl. five Empires ii. pp. 490-2. Layard 
N. and B. pp. 452-4. 
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capture, Susa was a good point, whence to invade Babylon; a three 
months’ residence there was of no special value in regard to Babylon, 
when Babylon was already their’s. The account of the march of Cyrus 
against Babylon, given by Herodotus, also falls in with the probability, 
that Susa was already his capital. Herodotus first! mentions the water 
of the Choaspes, which the Persian kings took with them on their expe- 
ditions; then, the crossing of the Gyndes?; but from Susa on the 
Choaspes to the Gyndes was the first part of the royal road?, which con- 
nected Susa with the extremity of the Persian empire on the west. 

In the 3d year of Belshazzar, probably shortly before the close of the 
Babylonian empire, God foreshowed to Daniel the rise, the growth, the 
fall of the 2d world-empire, which was about to destroy the first. This 
could not be more graphically shewn than by the symbolic animal, close 
by the capital of Persia whence its conqueror issued. Ecbatana would 
have symbolized chiefly the inferior, the Median, portion of the conquer- 
ing empire. The name of Susa symbolizes the superior element, the 
Persian. The slight touch is another indication, that Daniel knew the 
relation of the two races, of which these writers would fain make him out 
to be ignorant. 

vi. The mention of Satraps is to yield a twofold argument against the 
book of Daniel; 1) that they are mentioned at all as Babylonian officers; 
2) that there were so many as 120 under Darius the Mede. True! Bero- 
sus, the Babylonian historian, who is an infallible authority, if he can be 
made to seem to contradict Holy Scripture, mentions them too. He 
speaks, as we saw‘, of the Satrap who rebelled against Nabopolassar. 
But this too is to be an anachronism®; for there are to have been no 
Satraps in Egypt before the time of Cambyses, and those, of course, Per- 
sian. True again; “®The government of the Asiatic states, Assyrians, 
Babylonians, Medians, and Persians, was a government by Generals, 
Princes’, who at the same time were Stadtholders, Governors general.” 
Subdued, but warlike nations, uncemented into one with the conquering 
empire, and at a distance from its capital, must be held in allegiance by 
the strong hand and will of some delegated authority, to whom the distant 
government is confided. _The Governors in our colonies or conquests, 
the Cape, Calcutta, Madras, Bombay, New Zealand, would, when govern- 
ment was less organized, have been Satraps. Governor, or Governor-Gen- 
eral, is the title equivalent to Satrap. But further, the Assyrian boast in ° 


Empire with all great despotic empires.” Id. 
p. 489. “It belongs to the peculiar constitu- 


17, 188. 21. 189. Sy. 52. 


4See above Lect. ii. p. 116. 


5 Lengerke on Dan. iii. 3. p. 117. 

6“ We know from other places, that the 
government [of the Medes,] as in other 
Asiatic empires, was a government by Sa- 
traps; in that the foreign populations were 
under Median Satraps.” Heeren, Ideen, i. 1. 
143. “The government by Satraps, which 
had in Xenophon’s time attained its full 
organization, was common to the Persian 


tion of the Assyrian, Chaldean, and Persian 
Empires, that the provinces were governed 
by Satraps or Vice-kings, who were often 
relations, brothers, sons, or step-sons, of the 
king, at times extremely powerful, rivalled 
the royal court in pomp, but often withdrew 
themselves from its supremacy, and made 
themselves independent.” 
Gi gtex.i8s 
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Isaiah, 1 Are not my princes altogether kings? exactly expresses the charac- 
ter of the Satrap, an officer who lived in almost royal state, almost 
independent of his distant suzerain, so that he provided the contingent of 
tribute, or, if need were, of soldiers, and was often in a condition, and 
tempted, to assert his complete independence. In the great wars or in- 
vasions of the king, the Satrap brought his contingent of troops, and 
became one of the great king’s? attendant princes. The title of Nebuchad- 
nezzar himself, king of kings*, expresses the same relation. The title 
involves this, that he was king of those who governed as kings, under him. 
Merodach-baladan, entitled king of Babylon by Isaiah *, was probably one 
of the vice-kings or Satraps of the king of Assyria. For Babylon was, 
before and after this time, dependent on Nineveh. Sennacherib made 
Belib his viceroy there®; his son Esarhaddon transplanted Babylonians 
to Samaria®, and carried Manasseh captive to Babylon’. Assyrian vice- 
roys appear as Babylonian kings in the Canon of Ptolemy®. The name, 
Satrap, being of Sanskrit origin, may have come in at any time. The 
relation, expressed by the name, neither began nor ended with the Per- 
sians, being inseparable from the loose organization of the vast Eastern 
Empires. The office (and, if Oppert has retained the name from the 
Cuneiform Inscriptions, the name too) occurs even in Assyrian times. 
Sargon, Sennacherib, Esarhaddon, Asshur-bani-pal, speak of their having 
set Assyrian lieutenants, governors, (perhaps with the very term, satraps,) 
or native kings as Viceroys, over conquered provinces *;—precisely the 


lIs.x.8 22Kegs. xviii. 19, Is. xxxvi. 4. 

8 Ezek. xxvi. 7, Dan. ii. 37, as of Artaxerxes, 
Ezr. vii. 12. 

4Js, xxxix. 1. 

5as Blibus, (Polyhistor) or Belib. (Can. Ptol.) 
See Rawl. Herod. i. 504. 6 Ezra iv. 2. 

72 Chr. xxxiii. 11. 

8Sargon (in the Khorsabad inscription) 
speaks of placing his lieutenants, as govern- 
ors in the seacoast of Babylonia, (Oppert 
Hist. d. Sargonides p. 21,) Samaria, (p. 22,) 
Tabal, (p. 23,) Kisisim, (pp, 24, 5,) Kharkhar, 
(p. 25,) Telgarimmi, Gamgoum, (p. 26,) Ash- 
dod (p. 27); of placing a native governor over 
the royal city, Simoukhta, (p. 22,) Albania, (p. 
28.) According to Oppert (Sargonides p. 24,) 
he had a Satrapy of Parthia, (p. 22,) of Com- 
magene. (p. 28.) He speaks of his lieutenant 
at Babylon and in the country of Gamboul, 
(p. 30,) and generally, of his “chiefs of Pro- 
vinces, Satraps, wise men, doctors, magnates, 
lieutenants and governors of Assyria.” Ib. 
33. In the inscription at Nimrood, he speaks 
of placing his lieutenant at Karkemis, (Cir- 
cesium,) Ib, 34. In the Inscription of the 
cylinders, he speaks, at least, of placing his 
lieutenants, as governors, from Hasmar to 
the city Simaspatti in the far Media at the 
sun-rising, in Scythia, Albania, Bet Hamban, 


Parthyene, Van, Armenia, Colchis, Tubal, as 
far as the Moschi. Ib. p. 36. Sennacherib, in 
his prism, mentions his placing Ilhinzas, 
which he made the capital of Bet-Barrou, un- 
der his lieutenant, the prefect of Karkhar. 
(Ib. p. 43.) The kings of Ashdod, Amgarron, 
Gaza, were tributary kings, owning him as 
their Suzerain. (Ib. p. 45.) Esarhaddon men- 
tions placing “judges,” together with the 
native governors of cities of Media which for 
the first time submitted to Assyria to govern 
their country (Ib. p. 57,); and 12 kings of the 
coast of Pheenicia, and 10 kings of Yatman, to 
whom he “delegated” his “powers.” (Ib. p. 
68.) His son, Asshur-bani-pal, mentions his 
reinstating in their government in Egypt the 
princes and rulers, whom his father had ap- 
pointed and Tirhaka had expelled. (Rawl. 5 
Emp. ii. 485.) It has been conjectured, that 
Psammetichus was one of them, (Ib. p. 486.) 
and this would fall in with the supposition, 
that Berosus meant by the rebellious Satrap, 
whom Nebuchadnezzar conyuered at the 
close of his father’s reign, the king of Egypt. 
(See ab. p. 343.) Mention is made of an As- 
syrian Governor placed over Minni; most of 
Susiana was conquered, and united with 
Babylonia under the brother of Asshur-bani- 
pal. 


= 


SAID TO HAVE BEEN INSTITUTED BY CYRUS. yall 


policy which we find continued by Alexander. Berosus speaks of a Satrap 
under Nabopolassar; Diodorus uses the term of the governor set by Ninus 
over Media’, and speaks of the “Satrapy of Babylonia,” as having been 
promised to Belesys. The name continued on under the Grecian Alex- 
ander*, and after his death. There is not then a shadow of ground, 
because Xenophon says’ that Cyrus, “‘when he was in Babylon, thought 
good at once to send Satraps to the conquered nations,” to assume that 
he was the first who sent Satraps to conquered provinces, or that he was 
instituting a new office. Xenophon says, “*having selected those of his 
friends whom he thought the fittest, he sent Satraps to Arabia, Cappa- 
docia, the Greater Phrygia, Lycia and Ionia, Caria, Phrygia on the 
Hellespont, and AXolis. But over Cilicia and Cyprus and the Paphlago- 
nians he sent not Persian Satraps, because they seemed to join willingly 
the campaign against Babylon :” and again, “*®The Cilicians and Cyprians 
joined his army very readily. Wherefore he never sent any Persian 
Satrap over either Cilicians or Cyprians, but their native kings sufficed 
him.” This is precisely the same policy which we find in Alexander and 
his immediate successors, who left certain kingdoms under their native 
kings, making them, as did Cyrus also, tributaries. The king was in these 
cases the Satrap, as elsewhere the Satraps became little kings. Herodotus 
himself says generally, that the Persians adopted the polity of the Medes’. 
Xenophon is obviously relating no new institution, but how Cyrus chose 
fitting Persians for the office, which itself was an integral part of all Asiatic 
rule. The point insisted on in each case is, that they were Persian® 
Satraps. The statement presupposes that the office existed before. It 
was manifestly also a mere partial, unsystematic, arrangement or account, 
since, of the six Persian Satraps, five were placed in Asia Minor®; and, in 
all his other territories, one only, and that, in Arabia. Cyrus appears 
rather to have modified the existing system of Satraps, by “" placing the 
governors of the citadels and the captains of guards at the different posts 
in the country,” as checks upon them. Herodotus also mentions a Persian 
Satrap of Sardis under Cyrus", and of Egypt under Cambyses”. In 
regard to the number, it is evident that either Darius diminished the 
existing number, or that his Satraps mean something different from the 
office under Cyrus. For in Asia Minor alone the Satraps under Cyrus 
were twice as many as those mentioned in that division by Darius. The 
number of twenty, under which Herodotus sums them up, is itself uncer- 
tain. In the Behistun inscription, Darius mentions incidentally a 


1Diod.ii.2. 21Ib.24. %See ab. pp. 178-80. time, names the Persian “rulers” of two more 
4 viii. 6. 1. 5Ib. 4. 6 vi. 4.1. divisions of Asia Minor, through which he 
7. 134. see Bahr ad loc. following Heeren, passed, the Bithynians, and the Phasians (to 
i. 1. p. 142, the East of Pontus,) with the Hesperians. 
8 mentioned both in viii. 6. 4. and vi. 4. 1. Anab. vii. 8. pen. Polyeenus (vii. 21. 7.) men- 
Sviii. 6.4. MIb.1, Vili. 120. J2iv. 166. tions, in regard to the times of Artaxerxes 


13In addition to the fiye Persian Satraps | Memnon, a Satrap of Catonia, (one of the ten 
there were, under Cyrus, the three native divisions of Cappadocia. Strabo xii. 1. 4. p. 
Satraps of Cilicia, and Paphlagonia,and the 534.) Under Darius, Herodotus mentions 
neighboring Cyprus. Xenophon, in his own four Satrapies only in Asia Minor. 
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“1Satrap of Arachosia” not included in the list of Herodotus, whereas 
the province is mentioned in “?the three authentic lists of the Persian 
provinces, which are contained in the Inscriptions of Darius.” 

The several lists of the provinces in those three inscriptions are more- 
over imperfect, not exactly agreeing with one another, yet each exceed- 
ing in number that given by Herodotus*. They shew, that variations 
took place even in the reign of Darius himself. Several, which occur as 
one Satrapy in the system given by Herodotus, are given in the lists as 
distinct provinces.t In all, those lists furnish the names of 38 provinces, 
instead of the 20 Satrapies, or, (including *the Arabians, Ethiopians, Col- 
chians, who brought presents instead of tribute, and the Persians, who 
were-exempt from tribute,) the 24 divisions of Herodotus. Yet they omit 
the fifth Satrapy, “all Pheenicia, Palestine-Syria, and Cyprus.” Then also, 
since, in the third year of the reign of Xerxes, his dominions were divided 
into 127 provinces, it is in itself likely that the division into 20, which 
Herodotus himself speaks of as something peculiar ®, did not exclude a 
division into more numerous provinces. A trace of such subdivision 
occurs probably in the “™nome in Dascyleium.” One of those larger 
Satrapies can hardly have been included under the title. Molis con- 
tinued to be a separate Satrapy in the time of Artaxerxes. It was held 
under Pharnabazus, and given by him to whom he willed®. Yet its 
Satrap, Mania, was in a condition to hold her own and to make war with 
towns in the Troad®, and to incorporate them in her satrapy. She also 
joined Pharnabazus?° in his invasions of the Mysians and Pisidians, gave 
him tribute and presents, and received him in a more distinguished way, 
than the other lieutenant-governors. Pharnabazus, then, had many 
subordinate governors, who had, equally with himself, the title of Satrap*. 


1 Beh. Inscr. col. 3. par. 9. 3 2. 

2The lists are given in Rawl. Her. T. ii. p. 
485, n. 6. on Her. iii. 94. 

3The list at Behistun (given in Rawl. ib. 
and in the inscription itself, p. 591,) mentions 
23 provinces including Persia, (which it alone 
counts,) and the “ Islands of the sea;” (col. 1. 
par. 6. in Rawl. Her. ii. 591.) but not contain- 
ing Sagartia, which that at Persepolis has, 
nor India, which is in the lists at Persepolis 
and Nakhsh-i-Rustam. The list at Persepolis 
(Ib.) alone has not “the isles of the sea.” 
That of Nakhsh-i-Rustam (Ib.) has not Mecia 
nor Sagartia, but has eight, which the others 
have not. The four Satrapies of Asia Minor 
(Her. iii. 90.) appear probably in the Nakhsh- 
i-R. list alone, as Cappadocia, Saparda, and 
Ionia repeated twice; the two others have 
three only. 

4Babylonia and Assyria are one Satrapy, 
but are two provinces in the lists; (as they 
were also in Xenophon’s time, Anab. vii. 8. 
pen.;) the Sagartians, Sarangians, Mycians, 
part only of the fourteenth Satrapy, are three 


provinces; the Parthians, Chorasmians, Sog- 
dians, Arians, the sixteenth Satrapy, are four 
provinces in the lists; the Sattagydians and 
Gandarians, part of the seventh Satrapy, are 
two provinces. 

5 Herod. ili. 97. 

6 Her, iii. 89. “It was only now, that the 
empire was divided only into 20 Satrapies, 
and that it was defined, how much each was 
to pay.” Fltigel, in Hall. Enc. Art. Perser. 
Gesch. p. 374. 

7 Her. iii. 120. In 126, Orcetes is ealled “the 
lieutenant-governor of Dase.” in yi. 33, “in 
Dase.” Thueydides also speaks of “the 
Satrapy of Dascyleium.” i 129. 

8 Xen. Hell. 3. 1. 8. 

®Larissa, Hamaxitus and Colone. 

Wib. 10. 

11The word “Satrap” is used in regard to 
Mania, n. 8-10; she is compared with “the 
other trapxou.” This word then must be used, 
as it is in Herodotus, (see Bahr on Her. iii. 
70. note, v. 25. note.) as the Greek equivalent 
for Satrap. 
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Palestine itself, after the captivity and immediately after Daniel’s time, is 
spoken of as “!a province.” In the same book of Ezra it is related, that? 
the commissions of the king were given to the satraps of the king and to the 
governors on this side the river, and they furthered the people, whereas, accord- 
ing to the later arrangement of Darius, there was in that district one 
Satrapy only. In the book of Esther also, the Satraps are spoken of with 
reference to the one hundred and twenty-seven provinces*, (Medinoth.) 

The result then is, that the government by Satraps was, according to 
heathen historians too, Babylonian also, and was, under whatever name, 
an essential part of those large Eastern empires; that Cyrus sent Persian 
Satraps, continuing, but modifying, the old office; sending Satraps, on 
whom he could rely, and limiting the power of the Satraps; and that the 
division by Darius Hystaspes, mentioned by Herodotus, which, as appears. 
from the monuments of Darius himself, needs correction, did not interfere 
with the previous distribution into smaller provinces, of which we have 
notice before and after him. Plato asserts‘, on the other hand, that 
Darius made another distribution into seven only, the Governors of which 
must have borne the common title of Satraps. The title, signifying, (it is 
thought®,) “lord or protector of a kingdom or province,” might relate 
equally to a larger or lesser province, although history, as is natural, has 
occasion mostly to speak of the greater Satraps. A Governor-general of 
India would be likely to be mentioned in history ; not so probably a gov- 
ernor of the Cape or of Bombay. 

vil. Unbelief counted, it did not weigh, arguments, when it would make 
an argument out of the description of the den of lions®. The den is to 
have been a cistern, (much like that, I suppose, in which the white bears 
used to be kept in the Zoological gardens,) and the stone is to have been 
laid over the whole opening, excluding light and air,so that no animal 
could live in it. Such is the description which Lengerke would insolently 
foist upon the book of Daniel’. 

It is, of course, foreign from Daniel, who represents *® the king as speak- 
ing, and himself, as hearing and answering, ere the stone was removed. 
This is, of course, as essential a part of the description as the rest. The 
den was, for safety, below ground. Such a den must needs have some 


1 Ezra ii. 1, Neh. vii. 6, xi. 3. 

2 Ezra viii. 36. 

3viii. 9. In iii. 12, the number of the 
provinces is not mentioned, but the letters 
were written to the king’s Satraps in each 
province (Medinah), of which it is said, i. 1, 
Viii. 9, and ix. 30, that there were 127. 

4“He divided [the empire] into seven 
parts.” de Legg. ii. p. 144. Bip. 

5See in Rédiger’s App. to Gesen. Thes. 
p. 68. 

6 Obj. 3. 

Tpp. 272, 283. Davidson adopts the inso- 
lence of Lengerke, “How did the animals 
live in a cistern-like den? Did an angel give 


23 


them air to breathe, whose vitalizing property 
eould not be exhausted? It is difficult to 
see how life could have been long supported 
in the place. Lions would soon have died in 
it.” ili.175. Leng. had said, p. 272, “ Hengs- 
tenberg (p. 134,) and Havernick (p. 223,) de- 
cline considering the preservation of Daniel 
in the lion’s den as a natural event, but forget 
that the lions too could not have held out in 
a hole, void of air, covered with a stone. 
Over these no angel watched, as over Daniel 
(v. 21,) and yet it were necessary to assume a 
2a miracle, to make their preservation, and 
so the miracle of the deliverance of Daniel, 
possible.” see Wie 19-2) 


354 THE LION’S DEN. 

approach from above, in order to admit of its being cleaned by the keep- 
ers, and the bones of the animals, on which the animals were fed, being 
removed. There is nothing in the meaning of the word to determine 
further the shape of the den’. But the way, by which the keepers 
descended, might obviously form a way of escape for one whom the lions 
spared, when first cast to them. The Jews, the keepers of the Emperor’s 
lions in Fez, contrived, at times, to rescue their compatriots whom the 
Emperor had had cast in’. The word rendered mouth, is evidently the 
entrance. Of a well the whole was, and often still is, covered in the East 
by a stone, to reserve it for the time of use *, to keep it free from uncleanly 
things, or from being stopped by sand. The object of the princes, in lay- 
ing astone on the mouth of the den and sealing it with the seal of the 
king and of his lords, was simply to prevent the removal of Daniel. To 
this end, it was only necessary to close the entrance, where the stairs or 
ladder, by which the keepers went down into the den, abutted at the top. 
Such an entrance from above is described, in regard to a lion’s den in Fez 
where state-prisoners and Jews were often thrown. “? The lion’s den was 
a large quadrangular hole in the ground, divided by a partition into two 
chambers. This wall has a door, which can be opened and shut from 
above. The keepers of the lions, (mostly Jews,) throw food into the one 
division, and so entice the lions thither, then they shut the door from 
above and clean the other division. The whole is under the open sky, 
and is only encircled with a wall, over which people can look down in. 


The Emperor sometimes has men cast in.” 


1X3). “In Syriac, goobo is used of ‘a 
prison,’ Barh. Chron. p. 178. 1. 10; of ‘caves’ 
Ib. p. 317. 1. 15, &e.” Hiv. Neue Unters. p. 65. 
Jauba, in Arab. is used of “a cleft between 
two mountains, a ravine; the opening be- 
tween clouds; space between houses or 
lands; a pit or ditch,a small inn.” Freyt. 
Lex. Arab. i, 321. In Syriac, it seems to bea 
hollow. The Rey. R. Payne Smith has kindly 
furnished me with these instances from the 
collectanea of Bernstein and Quatremére 
with his own; “the hollow receptacle of a 
bolt,” Gest. Al. 88. 7; “ vessel,” Eeclus. xxi. 
14, Judith vii. 20; “cistern,” Ib. viii. 31, Jer. 
ii. 13; from which flocks drank, Rel. Jur. 123. 
9; “well,” (at Bethlehem) 2 Sam. xxiii. 15, 
16; itis used of “pits” in which people hid 
themselves and dwelt, 1 Sam. xiii. 6; the 
large “ pit” of Beth-Eked, 2 Kgs. x. 14; “ pit 
of mud,” deep enough for a prison, Barh. 
Chr. p. 118; “a dungeon,” Jer. xxxvii. 16; 
“q prison,” Wisd. x. 13.8. Ephr. ii. 416. Bar 
Hebr. Chr. pp. 178, 303, 338; (beit goobo prison- 
house, Acta Mart. ii. 239;) “den” of lions, 
Dan. vi. 7, 12, Hist. Drae. 31.58. Ephr. in Ass. 
B. 0. 1.78; a hollow in a wood, (perhaps i. q. 
xéopna, LXX) 2 Sam. xviii. 17. S. Ephr. ii. 48; 
“deep pit,” for, “ the pit of hell,” Ecclus. xxi. 


10; itis explained by NIV W, “large cisterns,” 
Ass. B. O. iii. 1. p. 499. It is also used (as my 
son has noted) for 4073, “ prison,” Ps. exlii. 
TIS. Sprison;” Gen. xli. 14; and in the 
phrases, “go down to the pit,” Ps. xxviii. 1, 
Ixxxvili. 4; in the lowest pit,” Ps. Ixxxviii. 
6; a pit, into which anass or ox might fall 
and be killed, Ex. xxi. 33. In Jer. xli. 7, 9, 
itis used of the large pit, originally dug by 
Asa “for fear of Baasha,” whether to bury 
things in, or, as Bochart thought, (‘T. ii. p. 65. 
Leipz.) as a subterranean hiding place, or as 
a large reservoir. In any case it must have 
been a large one. Ishmael cast 70° men into 
it. From the same meaning of “ hollow,” is 
perhaps derived that of “bridge.” In Hebrew 
too 3) is an “arched building,” Ezek. xvi. 
24, 31,39. The arch was known in Babylon 
in Nebuchadnezzar’s time; for the “hanging 
gardens” of Babylon were supported by 
arches, and were over the river, Strabo xvi. 
1. 5. p. 738. Cas. In Samaritan also, it stands 
for “well,” Gen. xxvi. 25; “cistern,” Lev. xi. 
36; “dungeon,” Gen. xli. 14, Ex. xii. 29. Cast. 
Lex. col. 505. 

2 Host, Nachr. vy. Fez. u. Marokko, pp. 77, 290. 

3Gen. xxix. 2,3. As tothe present practice 
see Robinson Pal. i. 490. and note 1. 2. 
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Of course, we cannot tell whether such was the structure of the den 
into which Daniel was thrown. Daniel wrote for believers, not for anti- 
quarians. Enough, that a den of such sort would answer the description 
in Daniel, and that, the entrance being closed by the stone laid on it, the 
purpose of the princes could be effected without the absurdity imputed. 
But to invent absurdities betrays the malus animus of the critic; the pro- 
phet remains unharmed, as he was in the lions’ den. 

vil. The imputations of “ignorance about the Magi!” are to be made 
up of an alleged discrepancy of the statements of Daniel from those of 
Porphyry and 8. Jerome. These, it is said, divide the Magi into three 
classes, whereas Daniel, it is affirmed, enumerates five. As though, 
even if their accounts were at variance, such a change as to the number 
of classes into which an institute was divided, could not take place in 
nearly eight centuries! But there is no discrepancy. The four? classes, 
enumerated by Daniel, magicians, astrologers, soothsayers, Chaldxans, are a 
division of kind, according to the character of their employment. The 
distinction in Porphyry is one, not of kind, but of degree. They are three 
orders, like the different ranks of the initiated, or of the Free-masons to 
this day. The three orders of Magi, mentioned by Porphyry, (from 
whom S. Jerome gives an extract*,) were degrees in the highest, the 
priestly order. Porphyry distinctly calls them ministers of the Deity. 
“3 Among the Persians, those who are wise as to the Deity, and are its 
ministers, are called Magi. For Magos means this in their native lan- 
guage. This race is accounted so great and venerable among the Per- 
sians, that even Darius son of Hystaspes inscribed on his monument, in 
addition to the rest, that he was a teacher of the things of the Magi. 
These were divided into three classes, as Symbulus [Eubulus® ] says, who 
wrote the history of Mithra in many books. The first and most learned 
class neither eat any living thing, nor slay it, but abide in the ancient ab- 
stinence from animal food’. The second class use animal food, but do 
not kill any tame animal; nor do the third touch all things, like ordinary 
people. For the transmigration of souls is a doctrine of all the first.” 

This last statement of Eubulus, which he assigned as the ground of the 
whole abstinence from animal food, is a manifest error, since the metem- 


1 Obj. 4. 3 De Abstin. iv. 16. 


2Lengerke (p. 48.) overlooked, that the 
title Dawd oceurs once only in the Hebrew, 
(Dan. ii. 2.) not in the Chaldee; and that in 
the Chaldee enumerations there stands 1, 
(ii. 10, 27, iv. 4, v. 7, 11,) which is not in the 
Hebrew of Daniel. They are then doubtless 
equivalents. Compare especially ii. 48. he 
made him chief of the sagans of all the wise of 
Babylon with ii. 2.0n the one hand in which 
four classes are mentioned, including the 
Heb. D'DWIN, and on the other, v. 11. in 
which there are also four, but the Chald. 
[71d stands for the Heb. DDWIN. 


4“Eubulus, who unfolded the history of 
Mithra in many volumes, relates that among 
the Persians there are three kinds of Magi, 
of whom the first, who are the most learned 
and eloquent, take no other food th&n meal 
and vegetables.” S. Jer. adv. Jovin. ii. 14. 

5lie. 

6S. Jer. 1. ¢. 

7Leng. adds, of his own apparently, that 
“they abstained from wine and marriage.” 
(p. 46.) The classes of Parsee priests are 
hereditary, and so involve marriage. 
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psychosis was no part of the Magian system; and the whole is directly 
contradicted by Herodotus}. 

There may, of course, still have been three classes of priests, although 
all beside is erroneous. So the evidence for the threefold division was to 
be eked out by an alleged threefold division of the ancient Egyptian and 
of the Parsee priesthood. This, if true, would manifestly be nothing to 
the purpose, unless it were shewn that the Magi were all priests, or that 
the modern ritual-priesthood of the Parsee and the priesthood of the 
Egyptians were identical with that of the Magi. In Christian times how- 
ever, in which alone we have any account of the division of the Egyptian 
priesthood *, the number was not three. It consisted of four? or five more 
learned classes, beside others, to whom the general name of “priest” is 
also given. S. Clement of Alexandria recounts five*, as entering into the 
Egyptian processions of his day. All these were entrusted with books of 
Hermes, and four were engaged in secular learning also. 

The distribution of the Parsee priesthood into the Desturs, Mobeds, 
Herbads, is also a division of degrees; its antiquity is altogether uncer- 
tain. The names are not old, but modern Persian. They do not occur 
in the Zendavesta. Anyhow, this is not a division of the Magi generally, 
and it relates, to ritual énly. Those who distinguish the Destur and the 
Mobed most, say, “®that the office of the Mobed is to utter the prayers, 
to enact the ceremonies, and to this end he must know the whole Zend- 
avesta by heart, but without necessarily understanding it. The Destur 
has the superintendence of all the ceremonies and of the whole fire- 
worship, without being required to perform it, this being done at his 
direction by the Mobeds. He is to understand and to be able to expound 
the Zendavesta, and in all matters of belief he alone is appealed to.” 
The Herbads are acknowledged to be the lowest class of fire-priests. 

This too is a division wholly different in principle from that of Daniel. 


1“The Magi are much severed both from 
other men and from the priests of Egypt. 
For these hold it matter of conscience not to 
kill any living thing, except what they sacri- 
fice. But the Magi kill with their own hands 


8“The true philosophizing exists in the 
prophetz and hierostoliste, and hierogram- 
mateis, and the horologi. But the other mul- 
titude of the priests, and shrine-bearers, and 
temple-sweepers, and ministers of the gods, 


all, save dog and man, and indeed shew 
great earnestness in it, killing .like ants and 
serpents, and the other reptiles and fowls.” 
i. 140. 

2 Herodotus (ii. 36, 58.) whom Leng. quotes, 
has nothing on the subject. In ii. 87 he says 
contrariwise, “ Hach god has, not one priest, 
but many, of whom one is chief priest: if 
any die his son is appointed in his stead.” 
In Exod. vii. 11. it is not clear that three 
classes are mentioned. It is literally, “And 
Pharaoh too called the wise men and enchant- 
ers; and they too, the writers of the sacred 
writing, did so with their enchantments.” 
It is not clear, then, whether Moses speaks 
of two classes, or of three; anyhow, he does 
not say, that there were only three. 


exercise cleanness in like way, but not with 


so much accuracy or continence.” Porph. 
de abstin. iv. 8. p. 321. 
4Strom. vi. 4. pp. 757, 8. Pott. Porphyry 


n. 9, p. 324, mentions the hymn-singer, as 
“employed in the worship of Sarapis by fire 
and water, making a libation with the water 
and strewing the fire, when, standing on the 
threshold, he, in the native language of the 
Egyptians, awakens the god.” 

5 Haug, die Gathds Abth. 2. p. xiii. from the . 
Destur at Poonah. Spiegel, (Avesta ii. p. xv. 
c.1.) whom Haug criticizes, quotes the Persian 
translation of the Arda-virdéf-name, “the Des- 
turs of the law, they are the Mobeds,” and 
refers to Hyde Rel. Vett. Perss. p. 367. ed. 1. 
The name Mobed, for the chief priest of the 
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On the other hand the well-known account of Strabo corresponds so far 
with this of Daniel, that he speaks of several kinds of Magi. “Of the 
astronomical Chaldzans there are many kinds*. For some are called 
Orchians, and others Borsippians, and many others, as, according to sects, 
speaking different things concerning the same dogmas.” 

Three of the classes in Daniel are also marked classes. 

The Chaldeans were known to Greek writers also, as the priests® 
among the Magi. These are the spokesmen of all the wise men, in that 
first trial by Nebuchadnezzar‘. The title is not used (as some have said) 
as a name for all the Magi, but historically only on this one occasion. 
Elsewhere, and even by “the Chaldeans” themselves, they are mentioned 
as one class only among others®. The generic title, used in Daniel, is 
not Chaldeans, but, all the wise men of Babylon®. This, as to Nebuchad- 
nezzar’s time’, included four classes; in the single case, mentioned in 
Belshazzar’s reign °, three only are named. 

A 2d class, ashshafim, as has been already mentioned, occurs only in 
Daniel and in West Aramaic ®. 

A 3d, chartummim, (which probably signifies, etymologically, writers of 
sacred writing,) occurs beside only of Egyptian magicians”. But the con- 
nection of Babylonian and Egyptian idolatry makes it, in itself, probable, 
that it was one and the same institution in both; and we are directly 
told that Democritus, (who died B. C. 357,) wrote “"on the sacred writ- 
ings in Babylon.” 

The 4th class is, at least, characterized, in this way, that a different 
name is given to it in the Chaldee and Hebrew; which at least shews, 
(contrary to what has been stated so carelessly,) that discrimination was 
used in the naming of the several classes. 


Magi, occurs often in accounts of Syriac and v.11, referring to Nebuchadnezzar’s time; 

martyrdom. Lorsbach, Museum, p. 132, and and, of Belshazzar’s, without the DUN, 

Syriac collectanea of Quatremére. oie = 
lxvi. 1.6. 2 yevn. 6 ij. 12, 13, 14, 18, 24, (bis) 48. iv. 3. Ch. [6. Eng.] 


3“The Chaldeans, being priests of this 
god,” [Bel.] Her. i.181. “On the greater al- 
tar, the Chaldzeans burn 1000 talents of frank- 
incense every year, when they celebrate the 
festival of this god.” ib. 183. “The priests, 
whom the Babylonians call Chaldeans.” Diod. 
Sic. ji. 24. “The Chaldeans, being of the 
oldest Babylonians, in the distribution of the 
polity have the like rank with the priests of 
Egypt. For they are appointed to the ser- 
vice, and study wisdom during the whole pe- 
riod of their lives, having their greatest 
glory from astrology.” Ib. 29. “Chaldeeans, a 
kind (yévos) of Magians.” Hesych. (Hay. Dan. 
pp. 48, 9.) 

4ii. 4, 5, 10. 

5 with the D'DWIN, DAWN, DIM, Dan. 
ii.2; with two classes only, by the Chaldeeans 
themselves, ii. 10. viz. "JW3) JWR) ODN 73; 
with the same two classes and the pw iy. 4, 


Naats 

7ii. 48. comp. ii. 2. and y. 11. 

9See Lect. i. p. 101. 

10 Gen. xli. 24, Ex. vii.11. In Exodus itstands 
connected with the ue) 9) and 0’ Dw, 
whether including them, or no. The render- 
ing of the LXX, ‘epoypap.uareis, (acquainted 
as they were with Egyptian customs,) makes 
it morally certain that the word is com- 
pounded of M1 “style” and DIM “sa- 
ered.” 

Ugepl tov év BaBvdAdve tepav ypamparwv. 
Diog. Laert. vit. Democr. The Hierogram- 
mateus, according to §. Clement Al., “had to 
know, what are called Hieroglyphics, and 
about cosmography, and geography, the or- 
der of the sun and of the moon and of the five 
planets; the ground-plan of Egypt, and the 
diagram of the Nile; the register of the or- 
naments of the temples, and of the spots 


8y. 7. 
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But it is said, that it was improbable that Daniel should, with his strict 
principles, have been willing to be taught among the Magi; or that they 
should have received him among them, being an hereditary caste; or 
that he should have been set over them, or should have accepted such 
a charge? 

In regard to his willingness to be taught, Moses too, we know, ? was 
learned in all the wisdom of the Egyptians. As Moses acquired their secu- 
lar knowledge without their debasing superstitions, so Daniel. As Moses 
was educated by the priests, who were sole possessors of Egyptian learn- 
ing, so Daniel by the Magi, the possessors of the Babylonian. In both 
nations the learning was ordinarily transmitted from father to son: of 
the Persian Magi it is expressly said, “* The Persian Magi never educated 
non-Persians, unless the king enjoin it.” In such a monarchy as the Baby- 
lonian or Persian, the king’s will was, of course, law. As the Egyptian 
priesthood had a large province of secular knowledge, so all tradition 
tells us of the varied learning of the Chaldeans, and their astronomy. 
Heathen knowledge was, of course, made subject to vanity ; and astronomy 
was subjected to astrology. Still astrology, however intense the interest 
in it might be to those who believed in it, was only a subordinate study. 
“Tn Babylonia,” Strabo says*, “an abode was set apart for the native 
philosophers, called Chaldees, who are chiefly engaged about astronomy ; 
but some claim to cast nativities, which others do not admit.” Their as- 
tronomical observations were received in Greece as of acknowledged 
accuracy, and, from their extent, made a change in Greek astronomy >. 
Greeks * too have thought that the birthplace of philosophy was ‘among 
the Magi of Persia, the Chaldees of Babylonia or Assyria.” We have 
also received unexpected notices of a very large literature on “7 political 
and social legislation, philosophy, medicine, botany, natural history, and 
the history of man.” There was then a large field for Daniel to study or 
to regulate, without entering upon their superstitions or misbelief. 


consecrated to them; about the measures, and 
the things of use in the temples.” Strom. vi. 
4. p. 268. Sylb. 

1Lengerke, Dan. pp. 50, 1. Bleek (Hinl. p. 
598,) only excepts to his undertaking the 
charge, followed by Day. iii. 183. 

2 Acts vii. 22. 

3 Philostr. de vit. Soph. Protag. Opp. p. 498. 
Mor. £15'C. 

5S'mplicius notices Aristotle’s acknowl- 
edgment of his uncertainty about the 
motions of the planets, and subjoins; “We 
ought then, persuaded by Aristotle, to follow 
the later writers, because they best adhere 
to the phenomena, whereas the earlier 
neither perfectly adhere to them, nor knew 
so many, because the observations, sent by 
Callisthenes from Babylon, had not yet ar- 
rived in Greece, which Aristotle had besought 
him to send; which observations Porphyry 


relates to be for 1903 years, being preserved 
down to the times of Alexander of Macedon.” 
(on Aristot. de celo L. ii. f. 123. ed. 1526. 
quoted by Prideaux, Conn. A. 570.) Epigenes 
(in Plin. N. H. vii. 57,) adds the fact, that the 
observations were recorded on bricks, the 
well-known material of inscriptions. The 
uneven numbers in Porphyry are an internal 
evidence of truth, against the vague exag- 
gerations of the 720,000 years of Epigenes, 
490,000 of Berosus and Critodemus, (in Plin. 
1, ¢.) 473,000 of Diodorus Sic. (ii. 31.) 470,000 of 
Cicero, (de Div. i. 19.) 270,000 of Hipparehns, 
(in Procl. in Timeeum p. 31.) which Diodors 
and Cicero too held to be incredible. 

6 Diog. Laert. Procem. init. He mentions 
also the Gymnosophists among the Indians, 
and the Druids among the Celts and Gala- 
tians. 

7See on Obadiah, p. 366 from Chwolsohn, &e, 
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His office, also, as described by himself, seems to point to a general 
supervision of the whole, rather than to direct connection with details. 
He is not called Rab-Mag, chief of the Magi; but is simply said to have 
been head of the sagans (or governors) over all the wise men of Babylon; 
perhaps a sort of minister of public instruction. 

But even in that which was most connected with superstition, the 
astrological predictions of the wise men, there may have been very large 
scope for correcting abuses and superstitions. The wise men of Babylon 
certainly had the reputation of a very great political sagacity. The 
character of human prediction is “to see events while beginning!, and to 
anticipate.” To discern their purport and tendencies from the first, is. 
the province of human long-sightedness. To see events in their super- 
human causality in the mind of God, is His gift to the prophet. The 
Chaldee politicians had, apparently, extraordinary natural gifts of human 
sagacity, which, from youth onward, were diligently cultivated?. “They 
say,” says Diodorus’, “that predictions have been made to other kings 
not a few, and especially to Alexander the conqueror of Darius, and to 
Antigonus, and Seleucus Nicator, who reigned after him; and in all the 
aforesaid they seem to have guessed well. They predict, also, to indivi- 
duals what is about to happen, so successfully, that those who have made 
trial marvel at what happens, and deem that it is beyond what belongs to 
man.” 

If this was so, the fraud lay in their claiming Divine authority for that 
which was human. And this, their fraud, was the occasion of two of 
their defeats. In the belief, which they encouraged, that the interpre- 
tation was Divine, it was nothing unreasonable in Nebuchadnezzar, to ask 
of them to recall to him the half-forgotten. dream *. God did reveal both 
to Daniel. The unknown character on the wall became the like test in 
the time of Belshazzar. 

II. The incorrectnesses then of Daniel being correct, they are to be 


1“Take accurate account, if you will, of 
those things for which an orator is respon- 


all Asia (i. 167.); nor, if true, is it likely that 
he should have married his daughter into 


sible; I decline it not. What are these? To 
see, &c. (as in text) and foretell them to 
others.” Demosth. de corona, p. 308. Dind. 
quoted by Strachey On the Prophets of the 
O. T. p. 2. 29. (Tracts for priests and people.) 

2 Diodorus (ii. 39.) contrasts the early, tra- 
ditional, hereditary, persevering training of 
the Chaldees in philosophy and astrology, 
with the Greek want of training, late culti- 
vation of philosophy, distracted pursuit of it, 
and the search after novelty and specula- 
tions, not for truth’s sake, but to attract 
disciples and gain a livelihood. 

3ji.31. The two cases mentioned by Hero- 
dotus of the Magi are intrinsically improb- 
able, and inaccurate as related. As to the 
dream of Astyages, there was nothing to 
alarm him that his descendant should flood 


the royal family of Persia. In both cases too 
the Magi are related to have fallen into 
complete error. (i. 120, vii. 10.) 

4 Nothing is more common than an indistinct 
memory of a dream, of such sort, that a per- 
son can be sure what the dream was noé, 
although he cannot recall what it was. Even 
Stahelin quotes from the Mémoires de I’ Acad. 
d. Inser. T. 48. p. 647, [extracts from Masudi, 
Sirat-alresool, by De Sacy] a like account of 
Rebia ben Nasr king of Yemen, who made 
the selfsame requisition on the same ground. 
“Prince,” the diviners said, “tell us the 
vision and we will give you the interpreta- 
tion.” “No! for then I could not be certain 
of the truth of your interpretation. He alone 
can know the meaning, who can know the 
vision before I relate it.” De Sacy’s transl. 
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eked out by “1a number of improbable and suspicious statements.” Of 
these we may sever off at once, what is called “? the rigorism of the J ews,” 
i. e. the obedience of Daniel and his companions to the law of God; “* the 
detestable self-will and fanaticism of the Jewish Officers of state,” i. e. the 
plain-spoken refusal of Daniel’s companions to be guilty of idolatry ; 
“4the fanaticism of Daniel,” i.e. his refusal to cease to pray to God, 
because a king commanded; and contrariwise® the non-mention of 
Daniel, when he was not attacked; and “*the senseless requisition of 
Nebuchadnezzar, that the wise men should tell him his dream ;” which 
tacitly assumes the falsehood of the history, since it would only be “sense- 
less,” if it was not calculated to be a test between truth and falsehood. 

There remain, 7the want of proportion in his golden image; ‘the 
religious persecution of Nebuchadnezzar ; * Nebuchadnezzar’s seven years’ 
insanity ; ! that he prays before he [wholly] recovers his reason; “that he 
gives an account of his insanity in an edict tu his subjects; and that ” yet, 
in that edict, he does not shew his belief in the God of the Jews, as the 
only God; that Daniel did not come with the rest of the Magi, and was 
unknown to Belshazzar; that Belshazzar was courteous toward Daniel, 
and * Daniel inconsistent in declining, and then accepting, the king’s gift ; 
that the sacred vessels were so coarsely profaned; “that Daniel was 
proclaimed the third ruler of the kingdom in the night of the capture of 
Babylon; the frantic law of Darius; traces that a Jew wrote the edict 
of Darius; and (which is the same as the 16th) ” the incredible intolerance 
of the king. . 

Tt seems as incredible to these writers, that human nature should be 
sinful and arrogant, as that man, through the grace of God, should obey 
God. Strange that any one, ever so little acquainted with the drunken- 
ness of human power and pride, should venture to represent Belshazzar’s 
insolence, or the law into which the vanity or policy of Darius was 
entrapped, as anything incredible for human nature to venture upon. 
When such things are swept together, we are at least sure, that no refuse 
has been left behind. I will take the miscellaneous list in the order of 
their interest. 

i. It is now conceded that the madness of Nebuchadnezzar ® agrees with 
the description of a rare sort of disease, called Lycanthropy, from one 
form of it, of which our earliest notice is in a Greek medical writer of the 
4th century after our Lord, in which the sufferer retains his consciousness 
in other respects, but imagines himself to be changed into some animal, 
and acts, up to a certain point, in conformity with that persuasion. Those 
who imagined themselves changed into wolves howled like wolves, and, 


The story has no historical evidence; since 6 Improb. 2. See in text. 7 Traprob. 3. 
Almasudi died near the end of our 10th 8 Improb. 5. ®Improb. 7. 
cent.; but it illustrates the principle. 10 Improb. 9. ll Improb. 8. 
1Lengerke, xiii. 6. pp. Ixivy, v. 12 Tmprob. 10. 13 Tmprob. 11. 
2Improb. 1. See ab. Lect. i. pp. 86, 7. 14 Tmprob. 12. 16 Improb. 13. 
3 Improb. 6. ~ 4Improb. 17. See p. 374. 16 Improb. 14. 17 Improb. 15. 
5 Improb. 4. See ab. Lect. i. p. $4, and below, 18 Improb. 16. 19 Tmprob. 18. 


pp. 383, 4, 20 Improb. 19. 
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(there is reason to believe, falsely,) accused themselves of bloodshed !. 
Others imitated the cries of dogs; it is said that others thought themselves 
nightingales, lions, cats, or cocks, and these crowed like a cock. It was 
no dissimilar form of disease, that others imagined that their bodies were, 
wholly or in part, changed into some brittle substance, whence they 
avoided contact, lest they should be broken. Others had other similar 
delusions, varying incidentally from each other. 

The monotony of the descriptions of the disease seems to oly that it 
was very rare. Marcellus (4th Cent.”) mentions two sorts. “They who 
are seized by the kynanthropic or lycanthropic disease, in the month of 
February go forth by night, imitating in all things wolves or dogs, and 
until day especially live near tombs.” Aetius*, (end of the 5th Cent.) 
quotes the exact statement; giving his account also of the symptoms, 
and of remedies. Paulus of Aegina [latter half of 7th Cent.] omits only the 
kynanthropy®. Further, Galen, I believe, only mentions one case, of 
one who acted like a cock. “® Another, hearing cocks crow, as they, 
before they crow, flap their wings, so he, flapping against his sides with 


his arms, imitated the noise of the animals.” 


Trallian again (in the 6th 


century’) mentioned the same form of disease only; “® Others think they 


are a cock, and imitate its crowing.” 
Mostly, one only occurs in an author, writing on the sub- 


ages are rare. 


The notices moreover in the middle 


ject of melancholic alienation’; and the repetition of the same stories in 


1Single instances of the disease are given 
in Calmeil, La Folie considérée sous le point 
de vue pathologique, philosophique, histo- 
rique, et judiciaire. Paris. 1845. T. i. pp. 276, 
336, 416, (who also gives an account of an epi- 
demic attack of it in the Jura, Ib. 310,) and in 
Dr. Arnold’s Observations on the nature, 
kinds, causes, and prevention of Insanity, 
(published 1782,) pp. 122-5. To both these 
works Dr. Browne kindly directed me. The 
references to other medical writers, quoted 
below, were supplied to me by Arnold’s work. 
Welcker’s work, Die Lycanthropie ein Aber- 
glaube u. eine Krankheit, (KI. Schriften, iii. 
157 sqq.) contains no facts, only a theory that 
such was the origin of the fable about Ly- 
caon. 

2Biogr. Univ. xxvi. 597. Sidetes, Dr. Gr., 
in Smith’s Biogr. Dict. ii. 938. 

31. vi. c. ii. p. 104. v. reprinted also in Ga- 
len. Opp. T. x. pp. 502, 3. ed. Chart. 

4These dates are taken from Dr. Green- 
hill’s articles in Smith’s Biogr. Dict. 

5iii. 16. He also says generally, “some 
think themselves some brute animals, and 
imitate their noises. Some think themselves 
earthenware vessels, and fear that they shall 
be broken.” iii. 14. 

6de loc. affect. iii. 10. Opp. vii. 442. The 
context is of actual mental delusion. “Fear 
besets all the melancholic’ but not always 


the same sort of unnatural phantasy. For 
one thought he was earthenware, and so gave 
way to those whom he met, lest he should be 
broken.” &e. as in text. 

7 Dr. Greenhill 1. e. (v. Alexander) i. 126. 

8 De Art. Med. i. 17. p. 165. 

9The authorities, quoted by Dr. Arnold, 
mostly mentioned single cases. Van Swieten 
(Comm. in Boerhaave, iii. p. 521,) says that 
Forest (L. x. obs. 25. p. 441,) had “seen one 


countryman, seized with this species of ma- . 


nia, who in spring wandered about a ceme- 
tery, and had all the signs mentioned by the 
ancient physicians,” (which. last remark im- 
plies that it was then unknown.) William of 
Brabant mentioned one case, one at Padua, 
A. D. 1541, who said that he was a wolf, with 
the hair turned inside. (quoted by Wier, De 
Preestig. Deemon. iv. 23, p. 335.) Zacutus Lu- 
sitanus also mentions a single case. (Praxis 
Med. Obs. 51. p. 12.) Riverius writes more 
generally, “Others think that they are dogs, 
eats, wolves, cuckoos, nightingales, cocks, 
and imitate the noises of these or other ani- 
mals. Others think that they are dead, and 
that they must neither eat or drink.” (Praxis 
Med. i. 14. p. 34.) But, as this last was doubt- 


less the celebrated case, in which the sufferer - 


was led to think that other dead ate, and so 
was recovered, probably the other rarer sorts, 
if aythentic, were but single cases. Beside 
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modern writers shews how little, in addition, modern experience furnishes. 
The disease is one from which there have been recoveries. Mercurialis 
says; “! The disease is horrible, yet not destructive to life, even if it last 
for months; nay, I have read that it has been thoroughly cured after 
years.” The exact form of the disease, which would be Boanthropy, I 
have not found any notice of?; perhaps, because the howling of wolves, or 
dogs, or the crowing of cocks, are most heard by night, and are more 
piercing sounds, and so make most impression on a diseased brain. The 
remarkable expressions, * his heart was made like the beast’s, *let a beast’s 
heart be given him, fit most naturally with this form of disease. This 
would be its most literal, and exhaustive, explanation. The rest of the 
description would be in conformity with this, that Nebuchadnezzar, when 
affected with this disease, ate grass as an ox, and allowed his hair and 
nails to grow, unshorn and unpared 5, as if he was the animal. 

The growth of the nails described is exactly that which modern physiolo- 
gists have stated to be their growth, when so neglected. His nails, Daniel 
says, were like bird’s claws. “The nails,” says Kolliker®, “so long as they 
are cut, grow unremittingly; when this is omitted, their growth is con- 
fined. In this case, as may be observed in the sick when long bedridden, 
and in the people of Eastern Asia, the nails become 13 or 2 inches long, 
(among the Chinese, according to Hamilton, 2 inches,) and curve round 
the fingers and ends of the toes.” The principles, which regulate the 
excessive growth of hair, are, Dr. Rolleston tells me, less ascertained’. 


these, Actuarius, (end of the 13th cent.) men- 
tions ‘he case: “Of the same sort is that dis- 
ease called lycanthropy, as if men had put on 
a wolf's nature” (De Meth. Med. i. p. 48). 
Avicenna describes it, calling it AN) 
chiefly copying the Greek writers. 

1Med. Pract. i. 18. He gives much the 
same account as Paul. Mg.; “by day they lie 
hid in the house. At night-fall, forthwith 
they go forth, and coursing hither and 
thither, they howl, avoid any who meet 
them, seek the tombs, are hollow-eyed, and 
of foul and black complexion.” 

2 Arnold (on Insanity, i. 223,) suggests that 
such may have been meant by the story of 
the Proetides in Virg. Eel. vi. 48. Virgil de- 
scribes a partial insanity of this sort, lowing, 
looking for their horns, fearing to be yoked, 
while he states it to have been in one re- 
spect partial. But this form of insanity is 
not mentioned by any other writer who 
mentions the insanity of the Proetides, Apol- 
lodorus, (ii. 2. 2,) or Pherecydes, (in Schol. on 
Hom. Od. xy. 225,) or Herodotus, (speaking of 
the Argive women generally, ix. 33,) or Autian, 
(Var. Hist. iii. 42,) or Diod. Sie. (iv. 68,) or 
Pansanias, (viii. 18,) or Pliny, (xxv. 21,) or the 
Scholiast on Pindar, (Pyth. iii. 96,) or even 
by Ovid. (Met. xv. 325.) Perizonius (on lian 
1. ¢.) says that it is equally unknown to Cal- 


limachus, to Vitruvius, (viii. 3,) to the author 
of the Epigram which he quotes, and to 
Stephanus Byz. 

3 Dan. v. 21. 4Dan. iv. 16 Eng. 13 Ch. 

Siv. 33 Eng. 30 Ch. 

6Gewebelehre d. Menschen, 1859. 2 54. p. 
126. furnished me by Dr. Rolleston. 

7“Whereon an excessive growth of the 
hair which occurs, and its diseased falling- 
off, together with a frequent reproduction in 
great masses, depends, cannot be stated with 
precision. Probably the increased or dimin- 
ished exsudation from the vessels of the 
papillee and bulb of the hair, are the chief 
causes; more distant causes are probably the 
condition of the skin and of the whole 
frame.” Kolliker, Ib. p. 150. furnished me 
by Dr. Rolleston. Dr. R., in answer to my 
inquiries about the condition of those boys 
and girls who have run wild, tells me, “ Lin- 
nus (Amoenitates Academ. T. vi. p. 65.) says 
that all the histories of them were to the 
effect, quod omnes fuerint hirsuti; and Ludwig 
(Grundriss d. Naturgeschichte) speaks of 
some of these cases, which he gives a resumé 
of in 1796, as being ‘long-haired’ (p. 147.) ; 
but in summing up he says,‘ Their skin was 
not more hairy, nor of a different complexion, 
nor thicker than usual.’ f have failed to find 
any statement as to a correlation between the 
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Both being, I believe, called excremental, the excessive growth of both 
would probably be simultaneous. But both may have been the result of 
that personal neglect, which is so strangely humiliating, a part of a most 
distressing form of mental disease, and which I have seen as the result of 
disappointed pride. 

The expression, however, let a beast’s heart be given unto him, may only 
signify the privation of the characteristic of man, reason, as the king wrote 
of himself, my reason returned unto me. And there is a distinct form of 
insanity, in which the eating of grass is one of the characteristic features. 
“Tn many classes of the insane,” the eminent Commissioner of the Board 
of Lunacy for Scotland, Dr. Browne, informs me?, “the eating garbage, 
excrement, even grass, is a symptom both of general debasement and of 
perverted appetites. I was accustomed to distinguish a class of my 
patients as fecophagi or eaters of ordure; and there are met with in 
asylums sarcophagi, individuals who have desired to eat, or who conceive 
that they have eaten, or who have attempted to eat, human flesh; and 
phytophagi, who devour grass, leaves, twigs, &c. I have had such cases; 
as well as stone-swallowers, hair-eaters, &c.” 

“Tf Nebuchadnezzar’s punishment then be regarded as ‘alienation,’ 
involving the greatest conceivable amount of degradation, the ‘eating 
grass as oxen,’ the expulsion from the society of his fellow-men, and the 
exposure to the elements, may be viewed as most graphic features of his 
disease, and of the cruel treatment, to which, in those and in much more 
recent days, such an affliction subjected the sufferer.” 

Whichever was the form of Nebuchadnezzar’s disease, not even the 
extreme form of insanity interferes with the inner consciousness, or, con- 
sequently, with the power to pray®. Altomar gives an instance of lycan- 
thropy‘, which he had himself witnessed, in which neither consciousness 
nor memory were at allimpaired. The person, who had thought himself 
a wolf, asked him afterward, whether he was not afraid of him. 

An eye witness has related to me, how, when visiting an asylum, one 
accompanied him, who made such acute observations on the several 
forms of insanity of the other patients severally, that the visitor 
expressed his surprise, how he came to be confined there. “O,I am a 
cock,” was the instant answer, and he began crowing, and flapping his 
arms; just as the disease is described by Galen. 

The Pere Surin, who, in exorcising others, fell for many years into a 
strange malady, in which he believed himself to be possessed ®, gives a 
most vivid account how, outwardly he was wholly powerless, spoke what 
was put into his mouth, rolled on the ground, and was, meanwhile, 
within, in the most perfect peace and communion with God. His descrip- 


3Improb. 9. 
4De medend. morbis. ec. 9. in Schenk, Obss. 


hair and mental alienation, but I hear that 
such a correlation does exist; The hair be- 


coming bristly, &c. was looked upon as symp- 

tomatic.” liv. 33 Ch. 36 Eng. 
2in one of the letters, which he kindly 

wrote to me, in answer to my inquiries. 


Med. L. i. p. 229. 

5I believe that no authorized opinion was 
ever given as to the exact nature of the P. 
Surin’s disease. 
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tion of himself is a most wonderful specimen of acute mental analysis}, 
while outwardly he was a maniac. The inner consciousness remains 
unchanged, while, up to a certain point, the sufferer thinks, speaks, acts, 
as if he were another. Dr. Browne, who has done more, I am told, than 
any other of our day for mental disease, tells me, as, the result of the 
experience of above 30 years; “My opinion is, that of all mental powers 
or conditions, the idea of personal identity is but rarely enfeebled, and that 
it never is extinguished. The Ego and non-Ego may be confused. The 
Ego, however, continues to preserve the personality. All the Angels, 
Devils, Dukes, Lords, Kings, ‘gods many,’ that I have had under my 
care, remained what they were, before they became Angels, Dukes, &c., in 
a sense and even nominally. I have seen a man, declaring himself the 
Saviour, or St. Paul, sign himself James Thomson, and attend worship as 
regularly, as if the notion of Divinity had never entered into his head.” 


1“For three months and a half I have 
never been without having a devil near me, 
and that actively. Things are come to that 
pass, that God has permitted, I think, for my 
sins, what has perhaps never been seen in 
the Church, that, in the exercise of my min- 
istry, that devil passes from the body of the 
person possessed, and, coming into mine, 
assaults and prostrates me, agitates and 
crosses me visibly, possessing me for several 
hours like an energumen. I could not ex- 
press to you what takes place in me during 
this time, and how that spirit unites itself 
with mine, without taking from me either 
the knowledge or the Jiberty of my soul, act- 
ing nevertheless as a second self, and as if I 
had two souls, one of which is dispossessed 
of its body and of the use of its organs, and 
holds itself apart, looking on at the other 
which introduced itself into its body as it 
acts. The two spirits fight on the same field, 
the body; and the soul is, as it were, divided. 
In one part of itself, it is subject to diaboli- 
eal impressions; in the other, it has the emo- 
tions proper to it, or those which God gives it. 

“At the same time I feel great peace under 
the good pleasure of God, and without know- 
ing how, there comes to me an extreme rage 
and aversion to Him, which produces a sort 
of impetuous motions to separate myself 
from Him, which amaze those who witness 
them; and, at the same time, a great joy and 
sweetness, which shews itself by lamenta- 
tions and cries lilke those of demons. I feel 
the state of damnation and apprehend it, and 
feel myself pierced, as it were, with the 
points of despair in that stranger soul which 
seems to me my own; while the other soul, 
which feels itself in perfect confidence, 
mocks at such sentiments and, in all free- 
dom, curses him who causes them—nay, I 
feel that the same cries, which escape my 


mouth, come equally from these two souls, 
and I have difficulty to discern whether it is 
the joyousness which produces them, or the 
extreme fury which fills me. The extreme 
tremblings which seized me, when the holy 
Sacrament was brought near to me, proceed, 
it appears to me, equally from a horror at its 
presence which is unsupportable to me, and 
a cordial and sweet reverence, without my 
being able to ascribe it to the one rather 
than the other, and without having it in my 
power to restrain them. If, by a motion of 
one of these two souls, I wish to make a sign 
of the cross on my mouth, the other turns 
aside my hand with the greatest rapidity, 
and seizes my finger in my teeth to bite it 
out of rage. Inever find orison more easy 
or more tranquil than amid these agitations. 
While my body rolls on the ground, and the 
ministers of the Church address me as a 
devil, and load me with maledictions, I could 
not tell you the joy which I feel, having be- 
come devil, not by rebellion against God, but 
by the calamity which represents to me 
vividly the condition to which sin has re- 
duced me; and appropriating to myself, as 
being such, all the maledictions bestowed 
upon me, my soul has reason to sink in the 
abyss of its nothingness. 

“When the possessed see me in this state, 
it is a pleasure to see how they triumph, and 
how the devils make a mock of me, saying, 
‘Physician, heal thyself, go now this moment 
mount the pulpit; how glorious it will be to 
see him preach, after having rolied on the 
ground!’ what ground of benediction to see 
one’s self the sport of the devils, and that 
the justice of God takes account of my sins 
in this world. Such is my condition at this 
moment almost daily. There are great dis- 
putes about it, whether this be possession or 
no, whether ministers of the Gospel can fall 
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“T think it probable—because consistent with experience in similar 
forms of mental affection,—that Nebuchadnezzar retained a perfect con- 
sciousness, that he was Nebuchadnezzar, during the whole course of his 
degradation, and while he ate ‘grass as oxen,’ and that he may have 
prayed fervently that the cup might pass from him.” 

“A very large proportion of the insane pray, and to the living God, and. 
in the words supplied at their mother’s knee or by Mother Church, and 
this whatever may be the form or extent of the alienation under which 
they labored, and whatever the transformation, in the light of their own 
delusions, they may have undergone. There is no doubt that the sin- 
cerity, and the devotional feeling, is as strong in these worshipers as in 
the sane. I do not say that all madmen pray, or can pray; but, as you 
suppose, monomaniacs, and melancholics, chronic maniacs, and ements 
(in vast numbers) the hallucinated, &c. Those of the Edinburgh school of 
Philosophy and educated medical men would not, I conceive, take any 
exception to the view which I have given, because the very conception of 
partial Insanity involves the possibility of the sentiment of devotion and 
the recognition of a Supreme Being remaining intact, while other powers 
are diseased.” 

There is scarcely any stronger internal evidence of truth, than circum- 
stances, on the surface unlikely, which, on careful examination, appear 
to be in harmony with the rest of the history. And this the more, when 
the scientific knowledge of that truth belongs to a later age. Thus, in 
secular history, Herodotus’ account of the circumnavigation of Africa is 
now undoubted, because of the fact of the position of the sun?, which one 
would not have known who had not crossed the line. So, in this account 
of Nebuchadnezzar, if the disease was some form of Lycanthropy, we 
should have an account of a rare disease, mentioned by no author before 
the Christian era, with physical facts, not obvious, but in harmony with 
it; but in any case, and still more remarkably, we have the psychological 


into conditions so unsuited to their state. 
Some say that it is a chastisement of God 
upon me, in punishment of some illusion ; 
others say something else; and for me, I am 
content as I am, and would not change my 
lot with another, being firmly convinced that 
there is nothing better than to be reduced to 
great extremities. My own extremity is 
such, that I have few operations free; if I 
wish to speak, my utterance is stopped; at 
mass, lam stopped quite short. At table, I 
eannot carry the food to my mouth; at con- 
fession, all at once I forget my sins, and I 
feel the devil entering me, as into his own 
house. 

“ As soon as I awake, he is there at orison. 
He takes away all thought from me, when he 
pleases; when the heart begins to expand in 
God, he fills it with rage; he casts me asleep 
when I wish to watch, and publicly by the 
mouth of the possessed [the Prioress] he 


boasts that he is my master, which I have 
nothing to gainsay: having the reproach of 
my conscience, and on my head the sentence 
pronounced against sinners, I ought to un- 
dergo it, and revere the order of Divine 
Providence, to which every creature ought 
to submit.” Letter to the Pére d’Attichi, 
May 3. 1635, quoted by Calmeil, La Folie, ii. 
59-64, from Hist. des Diables de Loudun, pp. 
217 sqq. This condition lasted first for two, 
then for 20 years, with few intervals, 1638-58, 
in which he composed a much-valued work 
on the spiritual life, Catéchisme Spirituel, 2 
voll. In 1658 he was wholly restored; but 
was not allowed to go back to the place, 
where his sufferings first came upon him. A 
brief notice of him, from the Biographie 
Universelle, is prefixed to the translation of 
his “Foundations of the Spiritual Life,” 
(London, 1847.) with such illustrations from 
his letters, as Ithen could find. 1 Her. iv. 42, 
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fact, that one, with a beast’s heart, perhaps imagining himself an ox, any- 
how in a very degraded form of insanity, could still pray as a man. 
Although it be not certain, yet it is highly probable, that the * band of tron 
and brass, which, in the dream, was to be around the stump of the tree, the 
symbol of Nebuchadnezzar, relates to that mode of restraint, which, in 
Palestine, in the times of the Gospel?, and down to a late period, was 
thought necessary to secure the poor sufferer from self-injury, or from 
injuring others. Anyhow, this dwelling with the wild animals, and feed- 
ing like them, look like the state of one, whose return to reason was 
wholly despaired of. And yet, before he recovers, he prayed. This is 
related in Daniel with the simplicity of truth; ignorant scepticism pro- 
nounces it impossible; true physics and psychology attest the reality of 
the description. 

_ ii. So from physics, men turn to historical evidence. “No one else 
relates it®.’ What, if they did not? Where are the full annals of Nebu- 
chadnezzar’s reign, that men should pronounce any eventrelated in Holy 
Scripture, untrue, unless it were related in his secular history? It is an 
hypocritical issue to put it on. They who do so, do not believe them- 
selves. They do not limit their belief of Nebuchadnezzar’s history to the 
few surviving fragments of Berosus. What are those facts? Just that 
sketch of his campaign before he was king, his captives, his succession 
to his father, and his honoring Bel, his god; his adding a second city to 
Babylon, and its strong walls; his palace; his hanging gardens; his fall- 
ing sick; and the length of his reign*. Until the deciphering of the 
monuments®, our knowledge of most of his great and useful works came 
from Abydenus®; who also has the tradition, that he knew of the future 
desolation of his Empire by the Medes and Persians®. Even for his con- 
quests, Josephus was obliged to supplement his account from Megasthenes, 
Diocles, and Philostratus. Berosus does not relate the battle of Car- 
chemish; Egyptian annals do not record it. These men eagerly believe 
it on the authority of Jeremiah, set it down as a certain fact, because 
they think they can employ it against Daniel. But why believe one fact 
of Holy Scripture, not another? The only principle of belief or unbelief 
of this historical criticism seems to be, whether a fact can seemingly be 
pressed or no into the support of its preconceived opinions. 

Enough, that there is neither external nor internal evidence against 
the history of Nebuchadnezzar’s insanity. Almost all ancient or modern 
history is a mosaic, made up of the fragments of single authorities. If we 
were to strike out of it what is related by one author only, we should 
often have but a threadbare history, a few hard outlines, unrelieved and 


1Dan. iv. 15 Eng. 12 Ch. 

28. Mark v. 3, 4. 

8’ Lengerke gave up the old objections to 
the disease, and rested his objections on this. 
“Granted that the condition, into which N. 
sinks, is explicable, yet in no writer is there 
any allusion to an event, which must have 


occasioned such changes in the kingdom, 
that no one, who ever so briefly related the 
reign of that king, could have failed to touch 
on it.” p. 145. Davidson re-writes the state- 
ment of Leng. iii. 185. 

4in Jos.c. Ap.i.19. See ab. p. 116, 

5 See ab. pp. 155, ¢. 6 See ab. p. 160, 
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unshaded by all those minuter touches, which supply the proportions and 
symmetry and beauty and instructiveness of history. These critics would 
turn aside from the dry bones of secular history, which alone their sys- 
tem would leave. But that can be no canon for the writing of Daniel, 
which would not hold as to secular history ; which the wildest criticism 
has not consistently applied to sacred history. Even unbelief writes its 
history of “the Hebrew Monarchy,” disbelieving of it only what is 
Divine. 

The singular tradition, preserved by Abydenus!, contains an account 
of a supernatural state, which befell Nebuchadnezzar on the roof of his 
palace, in which he is said to have prophesied the conquest of Babylon 
by the Medo-Persians, and which, being in his mouth, looks like a strange 
reminiscence of his illness. The statement can hardly be put together 
out of Daniel himself. For it is not likely, that Abydenus should have 
combined into one whole materials scattered in the book, standing in no 
relation to one another, and in part very subordinate, whereas the history, 
with which they are connected in Daniel, is so characteristic. As they 
stand in Daniel and Abydenus, they are too unlike, to have been directly 
borrowed. And yet, as we read Abydenus, they sound like reminiscences 
of the facts in Daniel blended together, as unauthentic tradition is wont 
to connect things heterogeneously*?. Eusebius was struck with the 
resemblance. ‘*In the history of Daniel, it is related of Nebuchadnez- 
zar, how and in what manner he became insane; but if the Greek, or 
Chaldee historians, conceal the disease, and state that it came from God, 
and call that madness which seized him, some god or dzmon, we need 
not marvel. For it is their custom to ascribe such things to God, and to 
calls gods, daimones.” A sickness of his, which apparently was remark- 
able, because it is recorded, is mentioned by Berosus*. An interval, in 


1“J found, in the writing of Abydenus 
about the Assyrians, what follows about 
Nebuchadnezzar. Megasthenes says &c.” 
[see ab. p. 153.] Then, after the prediction 
of the conquest of Babylon by a Medo-Per- 
sian, which tradition put into the mouth of 
Nebuchadnezzar, (given above p. 160.) it made 
him continue; “ Would, before my people 
were given [to him,] some Charybdis or sea 
would receive him, and utterly extinguish 
him; or, turned aside otherwhither, he were 
borne through the desert, where are neither 
cities nor step of man, but beasts do feed 
and birds roam, wandering alone among 
rocks and ravines, and thal I, before these 
things had come into my mind, had met 
with a happier end. Having foretold this, 
forthwith he disappeared.” Preep. Ey. ix. 41. 

2 Byen Lengerke (p. 151.) “ agrees with Jahn 
(Arch. ii. 1. p. 214.) in thinking the tradition 
of Abydenus a late patchwork, put together 
partly out of the prophecies, ec. 2 and 4, partly 
out of the relation of the insanity c.4, and lastly 


out of the explanation of the unknown writ- 
ing by Daniel ¢. 5.” He accordingly rejects 
“the assumption of Bertholdt (pp. 305 sq.) 
Bleek (p. 269.) Kirmss (pp. 57, 62.)” who (in 
the way of that school) assumed that the 
tradition in Abydenus was the basis of the 
history in Daniel. It is not unlikely, that 
tradition should have put into the king’s 
mouth a curse taken from his own calami- 
ties; but it is, in itself, absurd to suppose, 
that such a eurse, which does not contain 
any direct allusion to those calamities, should 
have suggested the history. Again, the inci- 
dental mention of the roof of the palace is 
unmeaning there; in Daniel, Nebuchadnez- 
gar was surveying from it great Babylon which 
he had built for himself. Then also, it is the 
concentration of these reminiscences in one 
place, which marks the borrower. And what 
would the Palestine Pseudo-Daniel have had 
to do with Chaldee traditions ? 

3 Chron. Arm. i. 61. 

4“falling into a state of sickness,” éumerov 
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which he did none of his great works in Babylonia, is mentioned in his 
inscriptions!; and that, the more remarkable, because his works were so 
stupendous and so extensive. The further doubt which has been raised, 
how his empire could be preserved to him during those seven years of 
insanity, finds its solution in the incidental notice of Berosus. One chief 
Magus kept the government for him on his father’s death, until he could 
return?. Much more would they for one, to whom the whole empire 
owed its greatness, nay, its being. Nor was his son, Evilmerodach, one, 
whose character would furnish any temptation ® to antedate his reign by 
ingratitude to his great father. 

iii. Nor is it in any way contrary to human nature, but rather it is in 
accordance with it‘, that Nebuchadnezzar, while acknowledging the 
supreme power of the God of Daniel’, retained his Polytheism®. The 
belief in a supreme God in no way interfered with the acknowledgment 
of inferior gods. Polytheism is in direct conflict with Monotheism, not 
with the owning of one Supreme God. The Persian kings owned 
Ahuramazda to be the supreme God, yet worshiped gods many. Cyrus, 
in his edict, owned the supremacy of the God of Israel’, Artaxerxes spoke 
of Him, as the God of heaven®, yet doubtless without abandoning their 
hereditary Polytheism. Constantine issued an edict, directing the 
auguries®, and had on his coins, “Soli invicto”,” after he had acknowl- 
edged the God of Christians to be the One true God, and had professed 
that he “" awaited the judgment of Christ,” “the Saviour.” 

A believer must wish that the great king had known God more 
thoroughly. The history in Daniel bears the more the character of truth, 
in that it must have been against the wish of a pious Jew, that the con- 
version was imperfect”. The character of Nebuchadnezzar is one of 
those, which have so much of nobility, that one longs for them to have 
been more perfect. He is exhibited, as men are, with their mixture of 
good and bad. As each of the three proofs of the wisdom or power of 


els appwortiav. in Jos. ec. Ap. i. 20. Berosus 
connects the illness with Nebuchadnezzar’s 


3 See ab. p. 156. 4Improb. 10. 
5 the high God, iii. 32 Ch. [iv. 2 Eng.] 


decease. The accounts then are different, 
although, probably, his insanity was in the 
later part of his life, since it stands connected 
with his greatness and completion of his 
works at Babylon. Itis also the last event 
of his life mentioned by Daniel. In the only 
other case, in which Berosus mentions the 
sickness of a sovereign, it stands connected 
with history, the sickness of Nabopolassar 
having given occasion to Nebuchadnezzar’s 
first military glory. (Hengst, Beitr. i. 106.) 
Bertholdt’s statement that Berosus, by this 
expression, marked that a sovereign dieda 
natural death, is directly false, since in our 
brief fragments he does not use it of Neri- 
glissar or Nabonedus. Hengst. Ib. pp.105, 6. 
1See Rawlinson Bampton Lect. vy. p. 185, and 
nove 29. p. 440. 2See ab. p. 116. 


6 Daniel, whose name is Belteshazzar accord- 
ing to the name of my god, iy. 5. Ch. [8. Eng.} 
in whom is the spirit of the holy gods, ib. and 6, 
15, (9, 18. Eng.] 

7 Eizr. 1. 8. 8 Ib. vii. 21, 23. 

9A. D. 321. Si quid de Palatio. cod. Theod. 
L. xvi. Tit. x. T. 6..p. 288. 

10 Banduri Num. Impp. Rom. ii. 254, 266, 283- 
8,300. There are coins also with the inscrip- 
tion, Jovi Conseryatori, Ib, 253, 262, 273-5, and 
Marti Conservyatori, Ib, 253, 263, 4, 276, and 
Herculi Conservatori, Ib. 262. 

ll Epist. ad. Epise. Cath. Concil. A. D. 314. i. 
1455. ed. Col. 

12 Hengst. points out how “Jewish and 
Christian interpreters have striven to make 
the conyersion as complete as possible.” 
p. 116. 
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the God of Israel comes to him, there is the quick, honest, self-forgetful, 
acknowledgment of the truth. Two periods of power and magnificence 
have been passed unnoticed, in which the strong convictions faded before 
his own dazzling greatness. Years of conquest must have passed between 
that first acknowledgment of Daniel’s God, after the explanation of his 
dream by Daniel, and the hour of pride in which he commanded the 
image to be worshiped; and then again another, in which he in a 
manner re-created the cities of his country, and in which he forgot that 
he, into whose hands God had given the known world, held only a dele- 
gated power. In Daniel, (as is always the way of truth,) the two sides of 
his character stand out unrelieved. Nebuchadnezzar uses in his edict the 
language of Daniel, as to God, (for what other could he use, having learnt 
what he did learn of God from him?) and he uses his own heathen 
language. His relapses are related, not his temptations. He owns the 
truth, for the time, with his whole soul; what marvel, that, amid such 
greatness, he did not uniformly persevere, when the marvel would have 
been, (a crowning marvel of Divine grace and of heathen faithfulness to 
that grace,) if he had uniformly persevered ? 

iv, The proclamation, which announced his past malady}, would only 
have been strange, had there been nothing remarkable in his restoration. 
The supposed objection must be, either that it was too humble, or that it 
might haveshaken the confidence of his subjects. But human nature feels, 
even heathen nature felt still, that it is an exceeding glory to be the 
special object of the care of God. The god of unbelief must be a more 
dumb idol than the Pagan gods, that unbelievers feel it not. Nebuchad- 
nezzar, after the event, felt that it was so, even when shewn in the correc- 
tion of his pride. He who feels it not, shews that he not only knows not 
God, but that he cannot even imagine the relation of the creature to the 
Creator, nor see, even dimly, something of the greatness and goodness of 
the infinitely Great and Good God. The fact, that Nebuchadnezzar felt 
that it was his own truest honor, that God had so chastened and yet had 
so restored him, is a great truth as to the soul, which does not lie on the 
surface; as these men confess, in that they do not see it. 

vy. Why Nebuchadnezzar so solemnly inaugurated his golden image?, 
and whom or what he intended by it, we can have no certain knowledge *. 


ha Improb. 8. 2Impr. 5. 

8 Since Bleek, it has been repeated by one 
after another, that the history was a pure fic- 
tion, intended as an example of steadfastness 
to the Jews, under the persecution of Anti- 
ochus. The golden image was to denote a 
statue which Antiochus is to have set up in 
the Temple; the refusal of the three youths 
to worship was to be an encouragement to 
the contemporaries of the Pseudo-Daniel. 
Bleek says; “We cannot help thinking of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, who, after he had 
caused Jerusalem to be taken by surprise 
and plundered, desecrated the temple, had it 


24 


dedicated to Jupiter Olympius, and heathen 
sacrifices offered on the altar of burnt-offer- 
ings, after the PdérXkuypa Epypsricews, ‘the 
abomination of desolation,’ doubtless the 
statue of Jupiter, had, on Chisleu 15, 167 B.C. 
been erected there.” (pp. 259-60. Einl. pp. 
602, 3.) This statement, that Ant. Epiph. had 
any statue of Jupiter set up in the Temple, 
was itself 2 pure fiction; as even Lengerke 
(pp. 104, 5,) was constrained to own that Heng- 
stenberg had shewn. (Beitr. i. 86.) No one 
of the three accounts of the desecration of 
the temple (1 Mace. i. 44-64, 2 Mace. vi. 1-11, 
Jos. Ant, xii. 5. 4, B. J. i. 1. 1, 2,) mentions 
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It manifestly had a political end, since the officers of all the provinces of 
the empire were assembled to inaugurate it}, The ground, why adoration 
was claimed for it, was the king’s will, that they should ? worship the golden 
image which Nebuchadnezzar the king had set wp. The charge against the 
three Jewish governors was ingratitude, and, as was so often alleged 
against Christians, contumacy. Whether the image was formed in 
reminiscence of that emblem of human might, which Nebuchadnezzar 
had seen in his dream, and of which the head was declared to represent 
himself, or whether it was himself wom he intended to be worshiped in 
it, it was plainly some test of allegiance, required of all peoples, nations, 
and languages, in his whole empire. In Persian times, we should have 
no doubt that it was the monarch himself, who made himself his people’s 
idol. A form of idolatry, which the Ethiopians* and Egyptians * are said 
to have shewn to their kings; which ran through Persian history ; which 
Alexander adopted; which successors of his, among the Seleucide and 
Ptolemies, stamped on their coins®, or upon monuments®; which 
reappeared among the Arsacide when they extended their empire’; 
which Caligula could not be sated with ; which was the object of ambition 


anything of it. On the contrary, the history 
both of the desecration and purification 
shews, that what was done was the building 
of an idol-altar upon the Altar of God. “ They 
built,” (wxoddunoav) it is said, (1 Mace. i. 54) 
“an abomination of desolation upon the 
altar.’ A statue could not be said to be 
“puilt.” The account goes on, “and in the 
cities of Judah round about they built (wKo- 
Séunoav) altars” (ib.); and, in relating that 
desecration of the temple, “and on the 25th 
day of the month, sacrificing upon the idol- 
altar (Bwudv) which was upon the Altar,” 
(@vovacrypiov.) ib. 59. In the account of the 
purification it is said, “they bare out the de- 
filed stones into an unclean place.” [Ib. iv. 
43.] Hengst. 
1 Dan. iii. 2, 3. 2 Ib. 5-7, 12, 14, 18. 
3The Ethiopians “said, that the account- 
ing the kings to be gods is an Ethiopian in- 
stitution,” (carried with them by the Egyp- 
tians.) Diod. iii, 3. “Whomsoever the god, 
earried about in a festive procession, takes, 
the people forthwith choose as king, and 
forthwith worship and honor as a god.” Ib. 5. 
4“The Egyptians seem to worship and 
honor their kings, as if they were really 
gods.” Diod. i. 90. “Darius was intimate 
with the priests in Egypt, and partook of 
their theology, whence he was so honored, 
that he alone of (Persian) kings was ad- 
dressed as a god, while living.” Ib, 85. 
5Antiochus Theus received the title, in 
flattery, from ‘“‘the Milesians, for removing a 
despot.” App. Syr. c. 65. It appears on the 
coins of Ant. Epiphanes, (Frélich pp. 47, 51, 


63, in Clint. F. H. iii. 325,) Demetrius Soter, 
(Vaillant p. 129. in Clint. iii. 326,) Antiochus, 
son of Balas, (Dr. Smith in his Biogr. Dict. T. 
i. p. 198,) Demetrius Nicator, (Frélich, pp. 71, 
87, Vaillant p. 176, in Clinton p. 336,) Deme- 
trius Euceerus, (Eckhel ili. 245. in Cl. p. 342,) 
Antiochus son of Ant. Grypus. (Vaillant 
Hist. Ptol. p. 100, Frél. p. 113, in Cl. p. 342.) 
The title “ goddess ” appears on a coin of Cleo- 
patra, the mother of Ant. Grypus and Cyzic. 
(Frél. p. 91. in Cl. p. 339.) Balas took the 
title of “Theopator” on his coins. (Vaillant 
pp. 138, 140, Frélich, p. 67, in Clinton p. 328.) 
Of the Ptolemies, the title “god” occurs on a 
coin of Philometor, (Vaillant p. 103, in Cl. iii. 
393.) and “goddess” on two of Antony’s Cleo- 
patra, (Gea vewrépa, Vaill. pp. 189, 190. in Cl. 
iii. 406.) Of the Ptolemies before Philometor, 
acoin of Philopator alone had any title be- 
yond that of king. 

6In the inscription at Adule, “transcribed 
by Cosmas in the beginning of the reign of 
Justin,” (he reigned A.D. 518-527,) Ptolemy 
Kuergetes gives the title “Saviour gods,” to 
his grandparents, Ptolemy Lagi and Bere- 
nice, and that of “gods” to his parents, 
Ptolemy Philadelphus and Arsinoe, claiming 
“descent on the father’s side from Heracles 
son of Zeus, and on the mother’s from 
Dionysus son of Zeus.” in Montf. Coll. Nov. 
li. 141, and thence in Clinton F. H. iii. 387. 
note o. 

TArsaces vii. took the title Theopator, 
(coin in Smith Biogr. Dict. i. 355.) Arsaces 
xii. had that of “god.” Phlegon in Phot. 
Cod. 97. p. 84. Bek. ib. 
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to emperors and emprfesses of heathen Rome, must have a deep root in 
human nature. It is an offshoot of the primeval temptation, ye shall be as 
God. We know not enough of Babylonian idolatry to say what Nebuchad- 
nezzar intended. It would have been altogether in keeping, that he, who, 
like the Lycaonians', was ready to shew Divine honors to that which was 
superhuman, the spirit of the holy gods which he believed to be in Daniel, 
should, in the intoxication of irresistible power, have claimed them for 
himself. The Babylonians, in the time of Alexander, of their own accord, 
greeted the conqueror’s entrance with “? the burning of frankincense and 
all kinds of odors on silver altars arranged on either side.” 

vi. The colossal form of the image was, doubtless on purpose, not after 
the proportions of the human frame*. Majestic height was manifestly 
the idea of a statue 60 cubits high. The apparent height was much 
increased by the diminished breadth, in that its height, as compared to its 
breadth, was as 10 to 1, instead of 6 to 1. Not proportion, but ideal effect, 
is the object of, at least, the sculptures of Nineveh. There is no need that it 
should have been “ like the Amycleean Apollo, the bust of man on a column, 
with human [hands and] feet*.” The sun-images bore no human pro- 
portion®. Who could have looked for proportion in the Colossus of 
Rhodes*? “Large colossi and very long men-sphinxes*” entered into the 
(probably kindred) idolatry of Egypt. Adversaries also admit, that images 
are called golden, which are only overlaid with golden plates*; but there- 


with they own that objections have been wantonly multiplied. 


l Acts xiv. 11-13. 

2 Curt. v. 1. 20. Hav. on D. ii. 46. 

8Improb. 3. 

#Munter Relig. d. Bab. p. 59. Hgst. p. 95. 
This obviously would not interfere with the 
figure’s being an image (D9); since the 
human countenance, which specially gave it 
the character of an image, would remain the 
same. Pausanias describes the Amyclean 
Apollo; “Itis not the work of Bathycles, but 
ancient and made without art. For, except 
its face and the extremities of the feet and 
hands, the rest is like a brass column. It 
has a helmet on its head, and in its hands 
spear and bow.” Lace. iii. 19.2. K.O. Miller 
speaks thus of the class of statues to which 
it belongs; “ Nothing is more common than 
to find unworked stones, stone-pillars, stakes 
of wood, set up as images for worship,—If, to 
the honor of the god, the sign was formed 
more costly and ornamented, it is called an 
&yaApa.—In order to bring the sign in nearer 
relation to the god, single significant parts 
were added, heads, arms which contain the 
attributes.—In this way was formed the 
brazen pillar of the Amycleean Apollo, with 
helmeted head and armed hands, &c.” 

5D "TI. See Ges. Thes. p. 491. and Max. 


Tyr. viii. p. 87. ib. 


6 The colossus of Rhodes was 10 ells higher. 
Plin. H. N. xxxiy. 18. Pliny mentions (ibid.) 
“a colossal figure 110 feet long, made in his 
own time by Zenodorus for Nero, which, 
after his crimes were condemned, was dedi- 
eated to the sun.” “How little proportion 
was there in many of the Jittle so-called 
Etruscan figures!” Munter 1. e. 

7 Herod. ii. 175. 


8“ Some objections may be removed with 
little trouble. The statue must have a ped- 
estal, which must be high, in order that the 
statue might be visible to the far-encircling 
multitude, and so one may assume, with 
Thube, that its height was included in the 
60 cubits. The statue too with its pedestal 
may have been of wood within, [S. Chrys. 
Hom. iv. in 8. Matt.] and only overlaid with 
gold. (mepixpyca Kai meprapyvpa, Ep. Jerem. 
8.) For the inside of idols (9 capSia abrayv Ib. 
20.) was generally of wood or clay (Bel 7,) 
‘and was then covered with gold by the gold- 
smith. (Is. xl. 19, xli. 7, xliv. 13, Jer. x. 3-5.) 
And this explanation is supported by the 
Hebrew idiom, that they were wont to call 
that ‘gold, or ‘copper, which was only 
covered with plates of gold or copper. (Ex. 
KX. 1-3, xxxix. 38, xl. 5, 26, xxvii. 1,2:)” 
Bertholdt Dan. pp. 256, 7. J. D. Michaelis, 
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vii. “!The edict of Darius, that no one should for 30 days ask any 
petition of God or man, save of himself,” is said to have been “insane.” 
Religiously, of course, it was extreme insanity. But that which was in 
truth insane, to pray of man as if he were God, to neglect God for man, is 
simple matter of fact. The Persians looked upon their king as the repre- 
sentative of Ormuzd, as indwelt by him, and, as such, gave him Divine 
honors. Persians, Persian monuments, contemporary Greek writers, 
attest this. “With us,” said Artabanus? to Themistocles, “of many and 
good laws this is the best, to honor the king, and worship him as the image 
of god who preserveth all things,” i. e. Ormuzd. Curtius says, “*the Per- 
sians worship their kings among the gods;” Isocrates, “* worshiping 
indeed a mortal man, and addressing him as a Divine being, but dishonor- 
ing the gods more than men.” Arrian relates® that, from the time of 
Cambyses to that of Alexander, the Magi had had the hereditary charge 
of the tomb of Cyrus at Pasargadee, and “received daily from the king a 
sheep, wheatflour, and wine, and monthly a horse to sacrifice to Cyrus.” 
In Persian inscriptions they are called “*offspring of the gods,” and 
“goods.” Representations at the royal graves at Persepolis, in whatever 
way they are to be explained, indicate some very close relation and iden- 


tification of the king with Ormuzd‘. 
other things from the Medes, so probably this. 
Herodotus as retiring and keeping himself out of sight®. 


(as his way was,) had the amount of gold 
calculated, supposing it to have been solid 
gold. And thenceforth this figured among 
“objections.” Yet in truth Babylonians, as 
well as Hebrews, called that golden, (as it 
was,) which was, not gilt, but overlaid with 
gold. “According to Herodotus, the great 
gold statue of Bel, the golden table before it, 
the golden steps, and the golden seat, together 
amounted only to 800 talents of gold, which 
would not in the least suffice, if these things 
had all been of massive gold. According to 
Diodorus, 1000 talents of gold only were 
employed on a statue 40 feet high, which 
would be a nothing for a massive image of 
that height, and of breadth proportionate. 
Diodorus too (ii. 9.) expressly describes the 
statue as beaten with the hammer, and so, 
not massive.” Hengst. p.98. “Such is indeed 
the idiom of all languages, as in the aurea 
sella, Cic. Phil. ii. 34; Nep. Eumen. 7.” Hav. 
ad loc. The term “massive gold” implies 
other use of gold, not massive. See further 
Note H. p. 651. 

1Tmprob, 16. 

2,Plutarch Themistocl. ¢. 27. from Charon of 
Lampsacus. (B.C. 504.) The mention of the 
custom is not incidental, for the presentation 
of Themistocles to the king turned on his 
compliance with it. 

&yiii. 18. in Brisson de reg. Pers. pp. 8 sqq. 


x 


The Persians, as they borrowed 
Deioces is represented by 
In this account 


who adds iii. 31, v. 9, 29, viii. 17, and quotes 
also Herod. vii. 136, Val. Max. iv. 7, vii. 3, 
Justin vi. 2, Lamprid. in Alex.; Trebell. 
Pollio in Zenobia; and, of the Parthians, Jos. 
xx. 3. Xenophon (Ages. i. 34. quoted ib.) is 
speaking of the Persians generally. 

4Paneg. v. fin. pp. 140, 1. ib. 5 vi. 29. 

6“Jn the Greek inscriptions, corresponding 
to the cuneiform, at Naksh-i-Rustam, in De 
Sacy Mémoires sur div. antiq. de la Perse, Pl. 
1. pp. 27, 31, the Persian kings are called 
Exyovot Oe@v, ex yévous Oedyv and Geoi.” De 
Sacy translates an inscription, Mem. de I’ 
Instit. hist. ane. T. il. pp. 183, 4, 188, “ The, 
figure is that of the worshiper of Ormuzd, 
the excellent Sapor, king of the kings of Iran 
and Aniran, heavenly germ of the race of the 
gods, son of the worshiper of Ormuzd, the 
excellent Hormuz, king of the kings of Iran 
and Aniran, heayenly germ of the race of the 
gods, grandson of the excellent Narses, king 
of kings.” “ Grotefend has found on ecunei- 
form inscriptions the title, ‘race of the ruler 
of the world. comp. Munter 1. e. p. 29.” 
Hengst. 

7See Hengst. pp. 129, 30. 

8 Her, i. 199. Brisson notices this, quoting 
also from Aristotle (de mundo,) “ Himself, as 
is said, was fixed at Susa or Ecbatana, invisi- 
ble to all;” and Justin, (i. 9,) “Among the 
Persians, the person of the king, under sem- 


i 
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of Darius itself, the unalterableness of the law of the Medes and Persians 
is a part of the supposed relation of the king to Ormuzd. Man, claiming 
to act through a Divine presence, could not afford to appear mistaken or 
changeable’. There was a ready plea for the decree. It was pressed) 
upon the king by the assembled governors of the provinces, whom the. 
king had himself created. They were governors in a conquered realm. 
The object of the decree probably was to obtain from the Babylonians 
and other provinces that special recognition of the king, as the represent- 
ative of the Supreme God, invested with his delegated power, which the 
Persians already recognized. The decree was for 80 days?; for those 
who, for such a space, had so recognized that divinity of the king, would 
have admitted the principle of submission to him, as a Divine authority. 
It came to the king, pressed. by the whole weight of his Councillors: once 
passed, it could not be retracted without forfeiting the claim which it was 
to establish. Hence the fruitless effort of the king to evade the decree, 
and the bold tone of the Councillors at the last. They represented a 
characteristic principle of Medo-Persian Monarchy, while they abused it. 

vili. But it is altogether an assumption, that “intolerance” was 
unknown to Babylonians* or Persians*. We are told from the inscrip- 
tions, that the Assyrian wars were “* religious wars;”’ we also know that 


blance of greater majesty, is hidden;” and 
Xen. Ages. ix. 1. 2, “A reverence was thrown 
over him, in that he was rarely seen, and 
difficult of approach.” 

1 This was observed by Heeren i. 259. 

2“ How will any justify the circumstance, 
that a command, which was to secure the 
supremacy of the Magian religion, was given 


only for 30 days?” Leng. p. 272. ‘Why for 
30 days only?” Dav. iii. 192. 
® Improb. 5. 4 Improb. 19. 


5 Prof. Rawlinson has pointed this out, 
Herod. Essay vii. T. i. p. 495. It does not de- 
pend npon the translation of particular words, 
whose meaning may not be as yet estab- 
lished, as “heretics,” (in Fox Talbot repeat- 
edly, but also in Sir H. Rawl. Journal As. Soe. 
xviii. 1. pp. 164,198.) It is expressed in too 
various ways, to depend upon particular 
words. The following instances are from the 
single inscription of Tiglath-Pileser i., trans- 
lated simultaneously by Sir H. Rawl. and F. 
Talbot, and, in part, by Hineks and Oppert. 
(Ib. 164-219.) Tiglathp. speaks of subduing 
“the enemies of Ashur” (R. p. 168. R. T. 206, 
7.R. T. H. 202, 3, 214, 5.); “kings hostile to 
Ashur” (R. T. p. 168.); a king, who “was not 
submissive to Ashur my Lord,” (R. p. 192,) 
“did not acknowledge A. my L.” (R. p. 184,) 
“paid no worship to A.my L.” (T. p. 193,) 
“worship not A. my L.” (T. p. 184,) “were 
disobedient to A. my L.” (H. p. 199,) “for- 
eigners hostile to A.” (R. H. p. 214, 5,) “here- 
ties, my enemies and the enemies of A.” (T. 


p- 214.) “who knew not the true religion,” (T. 
p. 188,) “the kings of infidelity who are tribu- 
taries without faith [?],” (O. p. 189,) “who had 
not paid tribute and offerings to A. my L.” 
(R. p.178,) “withheld the tribute and offer- 
ings due to A. my L.” (R. T. H. O. pp. 170, 1,) 
“the cities of Subarta attached to the wor- 
ship of A. my L.” (R. 178,) “which belong to 
A.my L.” (T. ib.) “undertook (to do homage) 
before A. my L.” (H. ib.) “the subjects of A. 
my L.” (O. .p. 185.) Tigl’s. own conquests are 
“in the service of my Lord A.” (R. T. pp. 192, 
3, 198,) “in the martial service of the great 
gods whorule in the Euphrates land ” (T. 188) ; 
he “rules in the service of the great gods.” 
(R. ib.) Ashur bids him war, (R. T. H. pp. 
180, 1. R. O. pp. 188, 9. R. H. pp. 194, 5.) “for 
the enlargement of the frontiers of his [A’s] 
territory.” (R. p. 178.) He goes against those 
who do not acknowledge A. “in the might 
and power of A. my L.” (R. p. 184,) “in the 
raost high name of A. my L.” (T. ib.) “in the 
execution of the will of A. my L.” (O. ib.) 
He “attached” the conquered “ to the worship 
of A. my L.” (R. p. 184,) “with 60 kings vic- 
toriously I fought, and the laws and religion 
of my empire I imposed upon them,” (T. p. 
168,) “with attachment to the worship of A. 
my L. I entrusted them, i.e. I caused them 
to worship A.” (R. p. 186,) “their territory I 
annexed to the special possessions of A. my 
L.” (T. ib.) “with prostrations before god 
Asur my L.I received their contributions.” 
(O. p. 187.) “I imposed upon them religious 
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the Babylonians had taken captive the Assyrian gods'; as Cambyses and 
the Persians afterward took many of those of Egypt, the recovery of 
which gained for the 8d Ptolemy the title of Euergetes’. The sacred 
bull was slain both by Cambyses and Ochus; and the ready submission to 
Alexander has been attributed to their resentment of the oppression of 
their religion by their Persian masters*. The Zoroastrian system took its 
rise in intense hatred of the Vedic worshipers‘; it was established 
amidst civil wars*; and subsequently wars arose on occasion of it. 
“Slay these liars with the sword®,” is a maxim of Zarathustra as well as 
of Mohammed. But heathenism, as is now recognized, was tolerant only 
of those who did not deny itself. 

ix. Daniel, however, did not thrust himself on danger. He went into 
his house; there, he was in the upper chamber, in the uppermost story, 
where the Orientals retired, that they might be unobserved’, the usual 
place of prayer. Unostentatious, yet not even in appearance denying his 
faith for the sake of the king’s command, he did just as he did before. He 
was probably out of ordinary sight; for his accusers had to press tumult- 
uously® in upon him, and found him,” it is said. Rationalists have 
declared this fanatical®: then, in their mind, it must be fanatical, to be 
willing to die rather than deny God. 

x. The decree of Darius appears to me a decree of protection for the 
Jews. It is not a command to worship the God of Daniel, but to stand in 
awe of Him. To me, it seems equivalent to the decree of Nebuchadnez- 
zar, not to speak against Him; only, the punishment, which Nebuchad- 
nezzar annexed to the breach of his decree, is omitted. The Satraps had 
combined to extinguish the worship of God. Darius decrees that, 
throughout his dominions, men should stand in awe of Him, i. e. that 
they should not make attempts against His worship, as these had done. 
It is not usual for monarchs to write their own decrees; and this decree 
had no relation to the personal circumstances of the sovereign, as that of 
Nebuchadnezzar upon his recovery necessarily had. There seems to me 


service.” (R. pp. 176, 194.) “I left him in life, 5G@atha Ahunay. 5 [Yagna 32] n. 7. pp. 15, 31. 
to learn the worship of the great gods from Haug, G. Uctay. 9. (Y. 44.) n. 15, pp. 11, 25. 
my cily of A.” (R. p. 192.) He took captive §Gatha Ahun. 4. [Y. 31.] n. 18, p. 30. Under 


their gods, (R. T. H. pp. 174, 5, 196, 7. R. T. pp. the Sassanide it is spoken of as a religious 
184, 5. bis.) “25 of their gods,” (R. T. O. 186, 7.) duty to foree back any converted from Par- 
dedicated them to his own, (R. T. 0.186, 7.) to sism. “If any depart from the path of the 


his guardian god, (R. T. p. 176.) “his guide.” Yazatas, [gods,] he [the king] has him seized, 
H. p.177. His enemies “took their gods and and brought back to the right way.” Min- 
fled.” (R. H. pp. 174, 5.) okhired in Spiegel tradit, Schr. d. Pars. p. 135. 

1In the Bavian inscription, Sennacherib T™David retired to the upper chamber to 


records his having “brought back from weep over the death of ‘Absalom. (2 Sam. 

Babylon the images of the gods, which had Xviii. 33.) Elijah prayed thore for the boy’s 

been taken from Assyria 418 years before,and life. (1 Kgs. xvii. 19.) 

had set them in their places.” Layard, Baby- 8 vi. 12. wIT, 

lon pp. 212, 3. from Dr. Hincks. * Lengerke says, “ Daniel purposely seeks 
28. Jer. on Dan. xi. 7, 8. Inscription at danger [which is directly untrue] and his 

Adule l. ec. conduct. must be estimated from the same 


3Smith Geogr. Dict. i. 45. aspect as that of his three companions, c. 
4See further Lect. viii. p. 430. 3.” p, 279. 
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no reason why Daniel himself should not have been commissioned to 
write it, as first Minister of the Empire, or should not have suggested its 
language !. 

The objection is again put dishonestly. One who urges that the edict 
“bears traces of having been written by a Jew,” as a separate objection, 
concedes for the time the fact of the edict itself. But if the edict was 
written at all, by whom should it have been written, but by Daniel? 
Granted, that a certain proclamation was made by a sovereign, no one 
could urge it as an argument against its genuineness, that it bore tokens 
of the style of the Prime Minister. The objection is added, only to 
swell the number, and to make it seem as if the supposed forger had 
betrayed himself. 

xi. In the history of Belshazzar, the objections are simply childish. 
The insolence of Belshazzar, in desecrating the sacred vessels in a festival 
in honor of his gods, is nothing strange”. Excited by wine’, he would 
triumph over God, as the Philistines did, when they placed the ark in the 
temple of Dagon. It is far less strange than the recklessness, with which, 
in the wantonness of party spirit, the sacred vessels of the altar have 
been used to adorn the side-boards of wealthy courtiers ‘, or, in a time of 
political animosity against the Church, fonts have been turned into horse- 
troughs®. Nor is it strange®, that the insolent and sensual boy-king 
troubled not himself to know of Daniel; but “following,” as St. Jerome 
says’, “the old and inworn error of his race, called the astrologers and 
Chaldxans and soothsayers, not the prophet of God;” or that Daniel, so 
neglected, did not appear, uncalled, with the wise men, when he would 
not be listened to if he spoke contrary to them, but reserved himself until 
some opening should dispose the king to listen to him; or that Belshazzar, 
when the Queen Mother had circumstantially reminded him of the super- 
natural wisdom which had been found in Daniel, in the days of Nebu- 
chadnezzar, should have remembered so much of him, that his father had 
brought him from Judea *. Daniel’s Hebrew name, which Nebuchadnez- 
zar (the Queen-Mother had reminded Belshazzar) had changed after the 
wont of conquerors, suggested his Jewish origin. All the rest Belshazzar 


1Improb. 18. 2 Improb. 14, vessels of the temple.” Heylyn Hist. of the 


389M DVS lit. “in the taste of the 
wine.” The LXX. renders “elevated by 
wine.” Vulg. “jam temulentus.” §. Ephr. 
paraphrases, “exhilarated by the taste of 
the wine.” Even Leng. says, “Ammonius 
rightly, ‘The exceeding wantonness of Bel- 
shazzar and his wine-bibbing drew him to 
this great blasphemy.’” in Mai Scriptt. 
Vett. 'T. i. 

4“Many private men’s parlors were hung 
with Altar-cloths, their tables and beds cov- 
ered with copes instead of carpets and cover- 
lids; and many made carousing cups of the 
sacred chalices, as once Belshazzar cele- 
brated his drunken feast in the sanctified 


reformation p. 134. (Hist. of Edward vi.) 

5 This is an authenticated fact after the war 
of independence of the United States with 
England, the Episcopalians having been 
loyalists. 

6 Improb. 11. Dav. iii. 186, 7, extracts out of 
Leng. 238-40. 

7on Dan. v. 7. 

Sy. 13. Lengerke says, “The author contra- 
dicts himself, for, according to the discourse 
v. 11, Daniel is utterly unknown to the king; 
{not so; what the Queen-Mother reminds 
him of is the extraordinary wisdom found in 
him ;] but then, v. 13, he forthwith remem- 
bers him, and knows his origin.” (p. 238.) 
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professed to have been told!. The accurate distinction has the more the 
air of truth. Every one knows, how one little circumstance will awaken 
a whole train of forgotten histories of the past. Nor again, bound, as 
kings ever held themselves to be, to fulfill, at least, the letter of their ~ 
public promises, is it at all strange’, that, in that night which Belshazzar 
knew not to be his last, he fulfilled his promise to him who should read 
the mysterious writing. When objectors charge inconsistency on a 
history, they, for the time, presuppose its reality. Their argument must 
be, “granted the rest of the circumstances, this is inconsistent with them.” 
Let them place themselves then in the circumstances of that night. Let 
them imagine it (what, as unbelievers, they must,) mesmerism, or what- 
ever else they dare*, but let them imagine the ungodly revelry and tri- 
umph over God, broken at once by a sight seemingly supernatural, the 
man’s hand writing characters which no one could decipher; we may 
suppose them the old Hebrew character, which would naturally be un- 
known to the wise men of Babylon. Let them picture to themselves the 
confusion of the revellers, impressed, at the height of their idolatrous 
pride, with a sense of the supernatural which it baffled all the wisdom of 
the wise to explain; the increasing terror at the failure*; that sudden 
reverse, which changes presumptuous triumph into prostrate fear; the 
calm, reassurring words of the Queen-mother °, speaking with dignity and 
authority ® of the respect of the great departed king for Daniel, as en- 
dowed with a mysterious presence of the gods whom they believed; and 


ly. 14, 16. 2 Improb. 12. 

8 Bertholdt, who admitted all the facts of 
the festival on the night of the capture of 
Babylon, the profanation of the sacred ves- 
sels, and a writing upon the wall, supposed 
that the writing might have been contrived 
by some well-meaning friend of Belshazzar 
to awaken him, or by some intriguer with 
Cyrus to insult the king. Dan. pp. 3852, 3. 

tv. 9. 

5The “Queen” v. 10, was obviously the 
Queen-mother, because the wives, as well as 
the concubines, of Belshazzar were, accord- 
ing to the Babylonian custom, already present 
at the feast. The title 5 yi, (the title of the 
“wives” in y. 2, 3, 23,) as distinct from the 
concubines, is used of the wife of the king 
of Persia in Neh. ii. 6,and of the ideal queen, 
Pah xiv sl0! “Ow is always the Queen.” 
Rosh hashshana f. 4. 1. quoted Buxtorf Lex. 
Chald. col. 2327. In like way "2, the 
title for an Egyptian Queen, (1 Kgs. xi. 19,) is 


Jezebel. This was also the statement of 
Josephus. “ Josephus ” [Ant. x. 11. 2] “ writes 
that this was the grandmother of Belshazzar; 
Origen, that it was his mother; whence also 
she was acquainted with things past, which 
the king knew not. Let Porphyry then shake 
off his sleep, who dreams that she was the 
wife of Belshazzar, and mocks at her know- 
ing more than her husband.” S. Jer. on Dan. 
y. 11. S. Ephrem and Theodoret also speak 
of her as the king’s mother; and even the 
rationalist school now admits it, Leng. Hitz. 
Ros. Winer, Real-Wort. i. 151. (against Ber- 
tholdt pp. 355, 366.) 

6 The mother of the heir-apparent in East- 
ern monarchies had, in any case, consider- 
able influence. Heeren p. 500. Herodotus 
has a remarkable tradition of the great wis- 
dom of the mother of the last king of Baby- 
lon, whom he calls Nitocris, (i. 188. The 
wife of Nebuchadnezzar was Amuhea, Abyd. 
in Eus. Chr. Arm. i. 54,) attributing to her the 


used of the dignity of Queen-mother, 1 Kgs. 
xv. 13, 2 Chr. xv. 16, Jer. xiii. 18, xxix. 2, (coll. 
Xxii. 26, 2 Kgs. xxiv. 12.) It seems to me also 
most probable, that “the children of the king, 
and the children of the queen,” (2 Kgs. x. 13,) 
were different persons, viz. the children of 
Jehoram and those of the Queen-mother, 


same great brick-embankments on the 
Euphrates, which, Berosus says, were built 
in the time of the last king, (éi tovrov in Jos. 
ec. Ap. i. 20, and so Eus. Chron. Arm. i. 72,) 
and the bricks of which actually bear his 
name. Athenseum N. 1877. Rawl. Herod. 
i, p. 521. 


“THE THREE MIRACLES.” Sle 


then let them view, amid that scene of broken revelry, the silver-haired © 
prophet, of above fourscore years, alone standing fearless, when all feared, 
the one surviving witness of the departed greatness of their empire, 
almost as a denizen of another world, since all of his generation had long 
been numbered with the dead, indifferent as to greatness, regardless of 
the king’s displeasure, speaking words of forceful truth, explaining unhes- 
itatingly, in the name of his God, the hitherto inexplicable words, and 
announcing a doom, founded on the just retribution of God, to which the 
heart of man in its secret depth responds,—granted, for the time, the 
supernatural, all the rest is in most perfect harmony with it. Nor is it, in 
the least, inconsistent!, that Daniel should have declined the king’s 
honors, when offered to him as a bribe, and that, when his strict, because 
truthful, message had been listened to, he should have accepted the short- 
lived honor in the departing kingdom, which might the rather prepare 
the conqueror to listen to his words in the name of his God. 

I said, “granted, for the time, the supernatural;” for the question 
which has been raised does not relate to the abstract fact, that God reveals 
Himself and attests His revelation by prophecy or by miracle. The 
truth of miracles in the abstract, as I said at the outset, does not, on the 
one side or the other, belong to criticism. Criticism, in regard to a par- 
ticular book, would, at most, have to do with the harmony or the evidence 
for the facts recorded in that book, not to the whole question of the inter- 
course which the Creator vouchsafes to His creature, man. It is consist- 
ently, so far, that some have objected to “the objectless prodigality of 
miracles, which, as miracles, are improbable, and rest on incorrect state- 
ments.” The “ prodigality” of miracles of power, as distinct from the 
miracle of superhuman knowledge, consists in this, that in seventy years, 
three® miracles are recorded; the deliverance of Daniel’s three friends in 
the furnace, of Daniel himself in the lion’s den, (which itself, although 
supernatural, could scarcely be called in the ordinary sense a suspension 
of a law of nature,) and the miraculous hand-writing in the midst of the 
idolatrous feast. ‘‘ Objectless ” they can only seem to those, to whom all 
revelation of God seems to be objectless. I would that they who make 
the objection could say, what miracle they believed, as having an ade- 
quate object. Unless they believe that some miracles are not “ object- 
less,” it is mere hypocrisy to object to any particular miracles, as “ ob- 
jectless.” For they allege, as a special ground against certain miracles, 
what they hold to be a ground against all miracles; and act the believer 


1Improb. 13. At last, the objection is to be, 
that, granted all the rest, the events are to be 
too many to be crowded into one night. 
Leng. p. 241. Dav. iii. 187. Yet, the festival 
began by day and was prolonged into the 
night. The events which took place after 
dark, are only 1) the handwriting, 2) the 
sending for the Magi and their failure, 3) the 
Queen-mother’s appearance and the sending 
for Daniel, 4) the short conversation men- 


tioned in Daniel, and 5) the consequent ful- 
fillment of the king’s. promise, which, as the 
Court and the attendants were already as- 
sembled, could take place at once. 

2 Davidson adopts Leng’s., “ objectless lay- 
ishing of miracles.” p. ]xii. “The miracles 
recorded in the book are lavishly accumulated, 
without any apparent object, and differ from 
those elsewhere related. Their prodigal ex- 
penditure is unworthy of Deity.” iii. 174. 
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in miracles in the abstract, in order to enforce the disbelief in specific 
miracles. It was a grand theatre. On the one side, was the world-mo- 
narchy, irresistible, conquering, as the heathen thought, the God of the 
vanquished. On the other, a handful of the worshipers of the One only 
God, captives, scattered, with no visible centre or unity, without organi- 
zation or power to resist, save their indomitable faith, inwardly upheld by 
God, outwardly strengthened by the very calamities which almost ended 
their national existence; for they were the fulfillment of His word in 
Whom they believed, Thrice, during the seventy years, human power 
put itself forth against the faith; twice in edicts which would, if obeyed, 
have extinguished the true faith on earth; once, in direct insult to God. 
Faith, as we know, “quenched the violence of fire',’ “stopped the 
mouths of lions.” In all three cases, the assault was signally rolled 
back; the faith was triumphant in the face of all the representatives of 
the power and intelligence of the empire; in all, the truth of the One 
God was proclaimed by those who had assailed it. Unbelief, while it 
remains such, must deny all true miracles and all superhuman prophecy. 
But, if honest, it dare not designate as “objectless,’”’ miracles which 
decided the cause of truth on such battlefields. 

In like way, as to the “improbable?” character of the miracles. Let 
men grant that any miracles are “probable,” or that they have taken 
place, and then, from that standing-ground, point out wherein these are 
“improbable.” Let one profess his belief that our Blessed Lord walked 
on the water, multiplied the loaves and fishes, healed by a word one born 
blind, raised one who had been for four days dead, rose Himself from the 
dead, passed through the sealed tomb and the closed doors, and then let 
him point out what intrinsic improbability there is, that God, in regard to 
the three youths who confessed His Name in that great theatre, suspended 
the power of fire to burn, or that He withheld for a night the wild fierce- 
ness of some creatures of His hands, that they should not destroy the 
prophet who would not, for fear of man, disown Him. 

It is alleged that the miracles could not have been wrought to strengthen 
the faith of God’s people, for, 1) “it would be a contradiction to the Divine 
dispensation, since, at the beginning of the captivity, God had departed 
from His people and had given it up to its enemies;” nor 2) could they 
have been to “prepare the restoration of Israel through the recognition 


1 Heb. xi. 33, 34. 
2“ Hitzig,” says Lengerke p. 109, “appos- 
itely remarks, (Heidelb. Jahrb. 1832 p. 26,) 


risy, if either of these writers believed any 
miracle of the Old Testament. This ques- 
tion of the greater or less of miracles, if 


‘The main improbability, the wondrous de- 
liverance itself, Hengstenberg has passed 
over in entire silence.’ Naturally; for here 
he must quit the field, and retire to the proy- 
ince of a faith, ever ready to believe. In 
truth, a miracle, which changes the nature 
of its element, is a great one. Itis the 
greatest in the Old Testament, but not there- 
fore the most credible.” This is not hypoc- 


spoken of God, is gross anthropomorphism : 
in regard to its effects on man, such a miracle » 
is, of course, no more amazing than the 
parting of the Red Sea, or of the Jordan, the 
ascent of Elijah, or any of the other miracles 
which could not, like the falling of the walls 
of Jericho, or the destruction of Sennach- 
erib’s army, be, possibly, the operation of 
natural causes, minutely directed by the 


GOD HAD NOT CAST AWAY HIS PEOPLE. 379 
of the Omnipotence of the Lord and the authority of Daniel ;” nor 3) 
that the heathen might be brought to recognize the one true God. 

The statements, as usual, “beg the question” of the falsehood of the 
history, but, this time, of more history than Daniel’s. 1) There is no 
intimation, anywhere, that God did cast off His people. On the contrary, 
in the prediction of that captivity in the law, He said, “? yet for all this, 
when they be in the land of their enenvies, I will not cast them away—but I will 
remember for them the covenant of their ancestors, whom I brought forth out of 
the land of Egypt in the sight of the heathen, that I might be their God. And 
more specifically He had promised, in regard to the captivity at Babylon, 
that He would visit them there’, there* He would redeem them. There 
too, meanwhile, He had promised them peace, in the peace of the city 
whither I have caused you to be carried captive. The captivity was, from the 
first, part of God’s declared purpose toward them. It was the crowning 
act of God’s discipline spoken of in the law, in which He promised that, 
if they should repent, He would remember His covenant with their fathers, 
and would remember the land®. God raised up Ezekiel, as the prophet of 
the captivity of the ten tribes; He allowed Jeremiah to be carried down 
by the refugees in Egypt. It was in harmony with this, that He raised up 
Daniel in Babylon. 

2) Nor was Daniel’s position any slight mitigation of the captivity, or 
any slight protection of his people. Let any one imagine a Christian, as 
devoted to God as Daniel, and with that same love for his people which 
his great prayer indicates, First Minister at the Ottoman Court. The 
change which he would readily imagine in the condition of Christians, 
now made like the dust by threshing‘, may enable him to picture to himself 
the benefits which Daniel’s office yielded to his people. Each miracle 
resulted in a decree in favor of the Jews. The miraculous and the 
ordinary history are in harmony, which is what men mean to deny by 
their word “ objectless.” But further, it is most probable that the release 
of the Jews was one consequence of these miracles. The miracles stand 
connected‘in a chain. The superhuman knowledge, shewn to Nebuchad- 
nezzar, was the ground why Daniel was called in on that last night of 
Belshazzar; his reading of the hand-writing, and the office which he 
occupied in consequence, were his first commendation to Darius. The 
restoration of his people was doubtless the fruit of his influence with 
Darius and Cyrus. It will have surprised most of us, that according to 
the chronology in Daniel, the restoration of the Jews was not the imme- 
diate result of the conquest of Babylon. Looking upon it, as we did, as 
the promised result of that capture, and upon Cyrus as its foretold agent, 


Providence of God, Whose wisdom predicted 
what He willed, in the order of His Provi- 
dence, at that exact time to fulfill. 

lLeng. Ixii, Ixiii, following Bertholdt 
against Hengst. Beitr. i. 35-40. The section 
is, under a different arrangement, closely 
followed by Davids. iii. 174, 5. 


2Ley. xxvi. 44, 5. 

3 Js. xlviii. 20, Jer. xxix. 10. 

4 Mic. iv. 10. 

5 Jer. xxix. 7. 

6 Ley. xxvi, 40-42. 

7The expression of a very intelligent 
Syrian to myself, from 2 Kgs. xiii. 7. 
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we expected it to have taken place at once. And doubtless, had it been 
any human result, any political favor to a people who were oppressed 
by those whom he conquered, Cyrus would have given it at once, or not 
at all. Now men have the double problem to solve, why he restored them, 
and why he did not restore them at first. There was no motive of human 
policy, why he should restore them’. In the ordinary course of human 
events, he would not even have known of their existence. There is no 
indication, that he did know of it before the conquest. The prophecy of 
Tsaiah must have been shewn him; for his decree in favor of the 
Jews evinces belief in it. But a prophecy, in the language of a scattered 
population unknown to him, would have had no convincing power’. 
The living authoritative speaker gains admission for the unknown written 
word. As the history stands in Daniel, Cyrus had reason to trust Daniel ; 
he had no reason to trust any ordinary Jew, who should shew him the, to 
him unknown, oracle. The accounts in Daniel and Ezra correspond 
with the facts, that the Jews were released, but not at first. Their restora- 
tion was no part, apparently, of the original plan of Cyrus; because he, 
who could have done it with a word, did it not. It was no deep plan of 
human policy; because, two years after he had granted the permission, 
he restrained his favor ungraciously, persuaded by his councillors. His 
decree runs; * The Lord God of heaven hath given me all the kingdoms of 
earth; and hath charged me to build Him an house at Jerusalem. The 
facts of sacred history accord with this; Daniel was accredited to Darius 
by the events at the close of the kingdom of Babylon; he was accredited 
personally to Darius by his known innocency* and by his supernatural 
deliverance; Darius issued a decree, commanding that people should rey- 
erence the God of Daniel. Daniel himself ® prospered in the reign of Darius 
and of Cyrus. One, then, in high favor at the Court, himself accredited 
by miracle, accredited the unknown prophecy, and Cyrus acted upon it. 


1Gesenius (on Is. xli. 2.) says, “ Perhaps 
Cyrus favored the view of the Jews, [of the 
similarity of their faith with his own religion, 
Magism,] because it must have been of mo- 


ness to that empire; a source of strength, if 
won, to an invader. But the Jews in the 
Babylonian empire were not a “ nationality.” 
They were but scattered captives without 


ment to him, when about to conquer the 
lands in which the Jews lived scattered, to 
win the confidence and attachment of the 
people, which cherished the liveliest national 
hatred to their oppressors.” But, 1) with the 
fall of Babylon, the whole empire, in which 
the Jews were scattered, except Egypt, was 
already in his hands. 2) The Jews, as ap- 
pears from the fewness of those who re- 
turned at first,) were, as a people, well con- 
tented with their condition. The religious 
portion only of them returned. 3) The state 
of the Jews was not like what people are pro- 
bably thinking of, and what are now called 
“the oppressed nationalities.” A nation, 
conquered, imperfectly amalgamated with 
the empire, longing for independence, is, of 
course, a formidable source of internal weak- 


organization, without leaders, without mili- 
tary training. There is no ground to think 
that they could be of any use to the con- 
queror, as neither is there any hint in his- 
tory that they were. We know the measures 
of the campaign against Babylon; a pitched 
battle, in which Labynetus fled and shut 
himself in Borsippa, as Belshazzar did in 
Babylon; the provisioning of Babylon on the 
one hand, the stratagem whereby Cyrus toolx 
it unresisting. Magism was also as much, 
perhaps more, opposed to truth, than Baby- 
lonian idolatry. The Sassanid, who re- 
vived it, were deadly persecutors both of 
Jews and Christians. 

®Hengstenberg’s argument p, 39. from 
Kleinert Echtheit d. Iesaia pp. 134 sqq. 

3 Eizr. i. 2. 4 Dan. vi. 22. 5 Ib. 28, 
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3) Nor, although the miracles did result in great benefits to the Jews, is 
there any reason to think that such was their sole end. In Babylon God 
shewed in act, what prophecy all along declared, that He was not a God 
of the Jews only. Nor were they wasted. It is said, “ Nebuchadnezzar 
had ever to be converted anew. Especially, in c. 5, Belshazzar and his 
court, except the Queen-Mother, were wholly unacquainted with Daniel 
and his miracles, which he had as yet wrought!!” Alas! If man’s waste 
or forgetfulness of God’s goodness were to be a proof that God had never 
shewn it, then we must disbelieve that God has ever shewn any mercies 
of His Providence or His Grace to our own bad selves; which yet we, 
each of us, know that He has. But, although Nebuchadnezzavr’s two first | 
convictions of the greatness of the God of the Jews faded in time, we know 
of no relapse after the last. God triumphed at last, and won Nebuchad- 
nezzar, as He does so many relapsing Christians. There is no reason to 
think that the aged Darius ever went back from his conviction. The - 
revelation to Belshazzar was the open temporal judgment on one who had 
despised God’s known dealings. *Thou, his son, O Belshazzar, hast not 
humbled thine heart, though thow knewest all this, but hast lifted wp thyself 
against the Lord of heaven. Belshazzar had forgotten Daniel; he had not 
forgotten God’s ways with Nebuchadnezzar; but, like too many so-called 
Christians, he despised known truth. We know, that God’s judgment 
was fulfilled. We do not know that it was wasted even on him. Yet 
they are not the great of this world, who are mostly converted to God. 
Many of those thousands of souls, who were assembled in that plain of 
Dura, may have been won to the belief of the One true God; many, at 
Belshazzar’s revelry, may have been awed toward God, before they slept 
their death-sleep; many hearts may have been reached through Neb- 
uchadnezzar’s affecting account of his humiliation, or awed into forbear- 
ance toward His people by the edicts of Nebuchadnezzar and Darius. 
“Many hearts may have been reached,” did I say? They who, like the 
German critics, come to know of the history of Daniel, simply as a matter 
of criticism or of unbelief, may look on that great history, as a matter 
which could at most affect the then generation, and think that the doings 
of God failed, because Belshazzar had turned a deaf ear to God’s warnings 
to Nebuchadnezzar. We, most of whose minds must have been arrested 
in our childhood or boyhood by the impressive fascinating histories, we, 
to whom, as to the whole Church from the first and the Jewish Church 
before us, they have been, all our lives long, instructive, know that the 
works and words of God do “not pass away.” Miracles of God did not 
cease their office of instruction and impressiveness, with the generation 


1 Leng. p. xiii. Davidson follows the incon- 
ceivably careless statement, “ Belshazzar and 
his nobles appear to have been unacquainted 
with Daniel and his miracles, as the 5th chap- 
ter shews. Nebuchadnezzar had always to 
be convinced anew. The array of marvels 
wrought through the instrumentality of Daniel 


made little impression on the monarchs and 
their people.” pp. 174, 5. Again p. 171, “The 
eases of Ezra and Daniel are different. The 
former was a priest and a scribe: the latter a 
prophet and worker of miracles.” 

2 Dan. vy. 22, 23. 
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before whom they were wrought. Yet, even on that limited field, it is not 
true, according to the history itself, that God’s dealings with Nebuchad- 
nezzar had no effect even on Belshazzar and his Court. Daniel remained 
in honor among the conquering Medo-Persians, as among the conquered 
Babylonians. If men cast aside God’s word as a fable, it is alas! their 
loss; but at least, let them not falsify it, in order to prove it to have been 
useless. 

As regards the alleged “ exaggeration” of the miracles, objectors must, 
in their consciences, know, that the only miracle, as to which this is 
alleged, could not have been lessened, if it was to be a miracle at all. It 
was more impressive to the great multitude, that Nebuchadnezzar’s 
passion, which made him command that the furnace should be heated 
seven times more than it had been thought good to heat it, turned upon those 
whom he employed as his instruments. Little things affect us; and the 
fact, that the smell of fire had not passed upon the three confessors of God, 
set before people’s eyes the completeness of the miracle. But when a 
miracle admits of no degrees, it is mere idleness to speak of “ exaggera- 
tion.” 

The result of examining these untrue allegations against the book of 
Daniel is not simply negative, that nothing can be alleged against it, 
which does not relate to all revelation, as such. Daniel wrote of certain 
events, which he was inspired to record, in detail'. He relates them, 
(which is a stamp of truth,) without any explanation, in all simplicity. 
He alludes, in his narrative, to kings unknown to Grecian historians, and 
to the relations of empires; he mentions whole classes of officers, and the 
names of their offices, partly Semitic, partly of Aryan origin, and grada- 
tions of their rank; wise men and their classes; even musical instruments 
of different nations, and names of articles of dress which Hebrews did not 
use; he assigns dates freely; he describes what was probably a marvel- 
ous and very rare disease of the great monarch, and the fact of his 
praying amid extreme mental alienation, a fact, which seems in the 
highest degree improbable, but is accordant with known facts; he alludes 
to customs, personages; he gives a scene from the interior of Babylon on 
the night of its capture, where, contrary to ordinary Eastern custom, he 
mentions the presence of the ladies of the harem ?, and distinct from these, 


1Hengstenberg has a section, “ knowledge 
of the whole state of things at the time of 
Daniel” Beitr. i. 333-52, from which several 
of these instances have been taken. 

2“ Relaxation of manners shewed itself 
among the Babylonians, especially as to the 
other sex. There was not that retirement, 
which else prevails in the harems of the 
East. Hence the prophet, when he threat- 
ened the city with its fall, symbolizes it as a 
luxurious and delicate female, who, from her 
soft couch, is cast into captivity. (Is. xiii.) 
[? xlvii. 1-5.] Even in drinking-bouts their 
women appeared ;—Curt. v.1.” [The passage 


of Curtius is too revolting to quote.] Heeren 
i, 2. pp. 201 sqq. The presence of a concubine 
at a drinking-bout of the last king of Babylon 
is stated by Xenophon. (Cyrop. vy. 2.28.) The 
dancing, united by Herodotus (i. 191,) with 
the “revelling” of that last night at Babylon, 
implies the presence of their women. Among 
the Persians, the drunken vommand of 
Ahasuerus, and the queen’s refusal, (Esth. i. 
10-12) imply the contrary custom. “She, 
keeping to the Persian laws, which forbid 
women to be seen by strangers, did not go to 
the king.” Jos. Ant. xi. 6.1. The statement 
of the Persian Embassadors to king Amyn- 


‘ 
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and not present with them at the feast, the Queen-mother, speaking in a 
tone of authority; he tells even of the plain stucco on the walls of the 
banquet-room, such as, notwithstanding the prevailing taste for ornament, 
is still found in the corresponding palaces of Nineveh!; he alludes, in one 
word, even to the custom of Eastern kings, (such as we find it among 
Persians and Parthians,) to lie at table by themselves, over against? their 
guests, probably for safety’s sake; he gives events of that night, which fill 
it up, adversaries have said, even to overflowing, but for which time is 
left, since the fact is supplied, that the capture was not until toward 
morning *; he describes capital punishments under the Babylonian‘ and 
Persian kings, varying, in one respect, in conformity with their religion; 
the furnace he describes, as one only could have described it, who had 
seen such®. In his natural, truthful, and, so, fearless description, he 
again and again tells us what for us, who have only an antiquarian 
knowledge of these things, it requires thought to harmonize; he explains 
nothing, as writers do at a period somewhat later than the events which 
they describe, or when they write for a wider or different circle. His 
accounts are minute, graphic; he accumulates the names of the classes, 
which he mentions, whether of officers, wise men, or musical instruments. 
Those who have been on the watch for his halting, have thought again 
and again, that they have found some flaw, which should loosen the 
whole fabric. Look closer, and you see that the parts fit closely together ; 
that, the more closely you press the expressions, the more exactly they 
correspond. 

And this exactness occurs, even where the antagonistic critics have 
thought there was only a hap-hazard enumeration. For example, at 


tas, that it was the Persian custom, that the 
wives and concubines should be present at 
their feasts, (Herod. vy. 18,) if historical, was a 
shameless lie, to attain their end. Plutarch 
denies the presence of the wives at Persian 
feasts, affirms it of concubines. (Sympos. i. 1.) 
So neither among the Parthians were the 
women present at feasts, (Justin xli.3. Ma- 
erobius adapts the statement of Plutarch to 
the Parthians. vii. 1,) nor among the ante- 
Mohammedan Arabs. Hiiy. on Dan. p. 180. 
So strange did the presence of the women 
seem to the LXX translator, that he omitted 
the mention of them. Hengst. p. 338. 

1“There were chambers in the palace of 
Sennacherib, as well as in those of Nimroud 
and Khorsabad, whose walls were simply 
coated with plaster, like the walls of Bel- 
shazzar’s palace at Babylon.” Layard Nin. 
and Bab. p. 651. 

2“And over against the thousand Op) 


NDON drank he wine.” S. Ephr. paraphrases, 
“ Alone he lay over-against all reclined.” A 
Greek Scholiast has, “It was their custom, 
that each should have his own table.” (in 


Mai.) Atheneeus says, on the authority of He- 
raclides of Cuma, “ When the Persian king 
makes a drinking-feast (rérov [FAWN] rorh- 
rat,) and he often makes one, those who 
drink with him are about twelve. And when 
they have supped, the king, by himself, and 
the guests, one of the eunuchs calls those 
who drink with him. And when they come 
in, they do not drink the same wine as he, and 
they, sitting on the ground, he lying on a 
couch with gold legs.” Parask. ii. in Athen. 
iv. 26. “Among the Parthians, in their feasts, 
the king had the couch, whereon he lay 
alone, higher than the rest, and his table too 
apart, placed before himself alone, as a demi- 
god, full of barbaric meats.” Posidonius 
(about 100 B. C.) de Parth. L. y. in Athen, iy. 38. 

3 Xen. Cyrop. vii. 5. 27. 

4Fire is mentioned, as a capital punish- 
ment, under Nebuchadnezzar, Jer. xxix. 22, 
“whorn N. roasted in the fire;” and probably 
Ezek. xxiii. 25, “thy residue shall be de- 
youred by the fire;” which was, of course, 
disused by the Persians. 

5 Even Bertholdt owns this. p. 69. 
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Nebuchadnezzar’s inauguration, eight classes of officers of state are 
enumerated. Nebuchadnezzar gathered them; Shadrach, Meshach, and 
Abed-nego, were comprised among them. Why was not Daniel? There 
is no allusion to any excepted class. Why should there? Daniel is 
describing what was, the gathering of these officers, not, what was not. 
Yet, at the end of that eventful day, we find the king conferring with 
another class near himself, his cowneillors!, who had not been commanded 
to worship the image, and of whom Daniel was, from his position, one. 
So in other cases. When you see a picture, representing the life of a 
people, and see, not a feature, a garb, a gesture, a building, a plant, other 
than you know to belong to the character of the people and scene which 
it represents, you doubt not that it is drawn from the life. No one could 
imagine a picture of Teniers to have been drawn by one who had not a 
personal knowledge of what he depicts. One little flaw detects, that a 
poetical description is taken from careful research, not from sight. 
“ Rhododendrons,” it has been said? of a note on a description of the lake 
of Gennesareth which we all love, “is a mistake for oleanders.” When 
there are no, “rhododendrons” for “oleanders,” when all these varied 
touches, so boldly and so freely given, each and all, come true, what else 
can one judge, than that Daniel drew from the life? The apparent 
improbability is, when verified, the surest witness to truth. The building 
which, how ever many sides it may present to wind, storm, flood, cannot 
be shaken, is founded on the firm Rock. 


1 Dan. iii. 27. pression, and ‘the mountains terraced high 
2Stanley Palestine p. 371, on Kebie’s Chris- with mossy stone’ is an image belonging to 
tian Year, 3d Sunday in Advent. Again the moist atmosphere of the West, not to the — 
“«Tabor’s lonely peak’ is an inaccurate ex- bare landscape of the East.” Stanley Ib. 372. 


LECTURES VIII. AND IX. 


The points of doctrine and practice mentioned in the book of Daniel, which are 
alleged to indicate a date later than that of the prophet, are identical or in 
harmony with the other Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments ; nor was 
any doctrine or practice, mentioned in the book of Daniel, borrowed from 
Parsism. 


“LATER ideas and practices” figure as an argument in all the attacks 
upon Daniel. Lengerke stated this most diffusively. “1!The dogmatic 
ideas are wholly at variance with those which prevailed in the Captivity 
and immediately after it, but agree accurately with the Maccabee period ; 
and consequently find numerous parallels in the Apocryphal books. 
2 The doctrine of the Messiah appears already much more developed than 
in Ezekiel; the Messiah appears as a superhuman being; traces of the 
divine nature occur nowhere beside in the prophets, but first in the 
Sibylline books in the time of the Maccabees. That passage [of Daniel] 
is imitated from Ezekiel; only, in Ezekiel, the human form signifies. 
Jehovah, here, in Daniel, the Messias; as, altogether, the latest Jews 
transferred many attributes from Jehovah to the Messiah. Further, it is 
unmistakable, that the definite succession of Judgment, Resurrection, 
the Appearing of the Messiah, is first most sharply marked in our book, 
and the doctrine of the last things appears more developed than in the 
earlier books.” 

“3The doctrine of Angels in the book also carries us into the latest time. 


1 inl. z. Dan. 3 13. n. 7. p. Ixy. Davidson 
nearly translates, (iii. pp. 177, 8.) “The doc- 
trinal and ethical ideas of the book often 
differ from the notions entertained at the 
time of the exile and immediately after, 
while they agree with the Maccabzean age, as 
is seen by parallels in the Apocrypha] books.” 

2 paraphrased by Davidson, ib. “Thus the 
Christology is much more developed, than it 
is in the prophets of the Captivity, like 
Ezekiel. Here the Messiah appears a super- 
human being. (vii. 13.)—This doctrine is not 
found in any other passage of the Old Tes- 
tament. The original of vii. 13. is evidently 
Ezek. i. 26-28; but there Jehovah himself is 
represented as haying some resemblance to 


25 


a human form, whereas Messiah is the sub- 
ject in Daniel. Though the later Jews trans- 
ferred qualities and attributes from Jehovah 
to Messiah, the early ones, [i.e. the earlier 
inspired writers,] kept both apart, because 
they did not believe Messiah to be other 
than human.” 

8“The Angelology of the book points to 
a late origin. Thus the names of Gabriel 
and Michael first appear in it. Higher and 
lower angels are distinguished, for Gabriel is 
commanded by another. (viii. 16.) One of 
the guardian angels contends with another 
for 21 days, and helps another. Here we see 
the influence of Parsism on Judaism.” Day. 
pp. 178, 9. 
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The Angels appear already quite in the form in which they were intro- 
duced from the later Parsism into Judaism. Here first is found the 
distinction of higher and lower Angels, and the doctrine of guardian 
angels.” “? Peculiar to the book of Daniel are also the names of Gabriel 
and Michael, and, like the analogous Raphael in Tobit, borrowed from a 
later doctrine of Angels formed under Persian influence.” 

“8The Asceticism also of the book approaches hard to Pharisaism. 
The exaggerated ideas of the later Jews as to the power of prayer *, which 
subsequently were yet more developed, appear to shew themselves 
already. Then too, revelations are imparted to him, in consequence of 
frequent prayer. To this head belongs the abstinence from profane 
food®; the three-weeks fasting ; the prayer three times a day; the search- 
ing and grubbing in the Scripture ®, and the interpretation of a prophetical 
portion ’.” 

Now, apart, for the time, from the facts, and the arrogance and open 
profaneness of some of this, or the censure on the New Testament and 
our Blessed Lord which some of it involves, the argument, as a whole, 
assumes the falsehood of revelation. The fact asserted is this; ‘“ None of 
these doctrines or practices are contained either in the earlier books of 
Holy Scripture, or in Ezekiel who lived in the Captivity, or in Haggai, 
Zechariah, or Malachi after it.” Yet, as Daniel confessedly lived toward 
the close of that former revelation, there would be nothing strange, that 
doctrines, especially as to the Messiah, should be revealed at its close, 
which had not been revealed before. Nor, considering the short compass 
of the prophets after the Captivity, would it be anything strange that any 
doctrine or practice should be contained in Daniel, which does not occur 
in the three. God foretold by Haggai, that He would give peace® while 
the 2d temple still stood, which does not occur in the others; Malachi 
alone foretells the coming of Elias*. God revealed Himself in divers 


ways to the Prophets,” “™ dividing to each severally as He would.” 


i 

1x. 13. 

2from De Wette Allg. Enc. Art. Daniel p. 90. 

3 Leng. Ib. n. 8. 

4vi. 11, ii. 18, ix. 3, x. 2. Davidson thinks 
this an argument, and gives the same in- 
stances, “ Exaggerated and excessive notions 
of the value of prayer (!) betray a later 
Judaism; not later, however, than what may 
have been developed in Judaism, under the 
influence of Parsism, a generation or two 
after the return from Babylon.” [Herzfeld 
said this of the “Angelology.” “The Angel- 
ology in iy. 10, 14 is no sign of any consider- 
able lateness of date. If it took its rise out 
of the earlier belief of Israel through Per- 
sian influence, it need only be a generation 
or two later than that influence.” Gesch. Isr. 
Exe, 2.313 p. 295.] “Thus Daniel prays and 
makes supplication. with windows open 
toward Jerusalem, though (!) he knew that a 
roval deeree was signed, condemning any 


one that did so to be cast into a den of lions. 
(vi. 11.) He mourned and fasted three full 
weeks. (x. 2,3.) A secret was revealed to 
him in answer to prayer, ii. 18.” pp. 179, 80. 

5j, 12. “He also abstained from the king’s 
meat as profane, and lived on pulse. (i. 12.)” 
Davy. p. 180. 

Six. 2.- 

™De Wette summed up thus; “The later 
expansion of the doctrine of Angels (iy. 14. 
[17 Eng.] ix. 21, x. 13, 21.) and of the Christ, 
(vii. 13 sq. xii. 1-3.) of doctrine, (xii. 2 sq.) 
morals, (iv. 24. [27 Eng.] comp. Tob. iv. 11, xii. 
9.) and asceticism, (i. 8-16. comp. Esth. LXX 
after iv. 17. 2 Mace. vy. 27.) According to 
Havernick this only refers to abstinence 
from meat or drink offered to idols. [See ab. 
Lect. i. pp. 17, 18.] vi. 11. [10 Eng.] comp. Acts 
ii. 15, iii. 1, x. 9, 12. [30.]” Binl. 2255 c. ed. 7. 

8 Hagg. ii. 6-9. 9%Mal.iv.5. 10Heb.i.1. 

11 Cor. xii. 11. 
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Granted, that God did reveal Himself to the Jews, then the mention of 
any truth in Daniel alone could be no ground for assuming that it was 
not revealed to an earlier contemporary of Haggai and Zechariah. It 
could be no & priori ground against the genuineness of the book of Daniel. 
The ground is not historical, but anti-dogmatic. These writers again 
tacitly assume in the negative the whole matter at issue, whether God 
revealed Himself to His creatures. They assume that all man’s religious 
knowledge is the result of the workings of his own mind and is developed 
in certain orders or cycles; and so, that no portion of it could exist before 
that stage of the development of the human mind to which they assume 
that it belongs; and so, again, that the belief in any doctrine or practice, 
expressed in any writing, is an evidence of the age to which that writing 
belongs. Some such series of assumptions is necessarily involved in the 
argument, that the book of Daniel must belong to the time of the Macca- 
bees, if it be true, that such or such beliefs or practices are found in the 
book of Daniel, and are not found in the three prophets after the Captivity 
or in those before them. 

Another assumption is also involved, that the belief was not derived in 
the Maccabee times from the book of Daniel. 

To take these subjects in order: 

i. The first statement is untrue, both in what it affirms and what it 
_ denies. It affirms that traces of the Divine Nature of the Messiah are not 
found elsewhere in the Prophets, and are first found in the Sibylline books. 
In the Jewish Sibylline book,—the only Sibylline in existence before our 
Lord!,—there is no trace of a Divine Nature of the Messiah?. The 
language in the book of Enoch is, obviously and confessedly on all hands, 
taken from Daniel*. There zs, as we know, in the Prophets, evidence of 
the belief in the Divinity of Him Who was to save us, before the time of 
Daniel. This, again, is a statement, affecting not the book of Daniel 
only, but the Gospel. 

a. Our Lord Himself cited the 110th Psalm of Himself, the Christ, 
awakening up the thoughts of His adversaries, that He, whom they gain- 
said, was in truth an object of awe to them, and that they were His 
enemies, to their own great peril. * While the Pharisees were gathered 
together, Jesus asked them, saying, What think ye of Christ? Whose son is 
He? They say unto Him, The Son of David. He saith unto them, How then 
doth David in spirit call Him Lord, saying, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit 
Thou on My Right Hand, until I make Thine enemies Thy footstool? If 
David then call Him Lord, how is He his Son? The adversaries of Jesus, at 
that day, had no answer to give. They could not deny that the Messiah 
was to be of the seed of David; or that David himself spoke in spirit, i. e. 
by inspiration; or that he spake the words of that Psalm; or that he was 
speaking of the Christ and of His reign, in despite of and over His 
enemies. They could not deny any of this; nor could they concede the 


1See ab. Lect. vi. p. 317, 18. 2See the 3See ib. p. 384 sqq. 
passage, alleged by Lengerke, b. p. 366. 4S. Matt. xxii. 41-5. 
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inference which our Lord drew, that, according to their own prophets, the 
Christ was to be more than man, without taking away the ground of their 
own opposition to Him, for which, soon after, they condemned Him to 
death. They had no answer, because there is none, save to confess that 
David in spirit foretold, that He, the Christ, Who was to be born of him 
according to the flesh, was, in another mode of being, his Lord. Jesus 
appealed to their own convictions. The greatness of the Psalm doubtless 
forced it on them, and, in the face of the Truth, they dared not directly 
lie. Twice in the brief Psalm, the prophetic asseveration of God is 
alleged, as pronounced to the Object of the Psalm. The word’ of the Lord 
to my Lord, Sit Thou on My Right Hand, until I make Thine enenies Thy 
footstool. The appeal of St. Paul is irresistible?; To which of the angels 
said He at any time, Sit on My Right Hand, until I make Thine enemies Thy 
footstool? Are they not ail ministering spirits &c. To sit on the right hand 
of an earthly king involved an association in the dignity of the Sovereign. 
Human nature, if it have any true belief in God, if it know anything as 
to God or itself, could not tell the lie to itself, that this could be said to an 
earthly king. Unbelief, unless shameless, could not say, that David sat 
on the Right Hand of God, because David had brought in the Ark into 
the city, where he dwelt. Asif any one sat on the Right Hand of God, 
because his house was by a Church! Nothing in David’s life corresponds 
to the saying. David was a warrior-king; his enemies were subdued 
through human means and a human arm sustained by God. He himself 
fought, till his strength failed him*®; and he fled before Absalom. 
Rationalism will scarcely say, that this is a fulfillment of that calm reign, 
which God affirmed, Sit Thou on My Right Hand, until I make Thine 
enemies Thy footstool*. And he, who was so to sit, was also to be a Priest, 
not after any priesthood which existed in David’s time. Thou art a priest 
for ever after the order of Melchisedek. A priest for ever! David was no 
priest. He was soon to pass away, and to be gathered to his fathers. 
The Psalm must have been written, after Zion had been taken®. It were 
mockery, on any hypothesis, as addressed to David. The whole Psalm is 
personal. God binds Himself by an unchangeable oath. Thou art a priest 
for ever. To sum up, the king sits in calm majesty at the Right Hand of 
God, where no human king was ever imagined to sit. While He is 
enthroned there, God sends forth the rod of His power. He rules, not by 
subduing only, but amidst His unsubdued enemies; yet He is to reign 
until all His enemies be beneath His Feet. His people offer themselves 
willingly in the day of His power, yet clad not in earthly armor, but in 
the beauties of holiness. He Himself is a priest, and that for ever, yet by 
a priesthood, superseding the Levitical priesthood, unchangeable, in His 


1DN). 

32 Sam, xxi. 15-17. 

4 Ewald, I see, does say this. He inter- 
prets the whole Psalm of David, (Psalm. pp. 
23-5,) and “to siton the Right Hand of God,” 
is, that God would go with him, as it were, 


2 Heb. i. 13, 14. 


on “a chariot of victory” to fight against his 
enemies. 

5 Even Ewald admits, that “the language 
of the short Psalm does not contradict its 
being of the time of David,” and supposes it 
to have been “addressed to David, as he 


f 


, ITS FULFILLMENT IN OUR LORD. 389 
own Person. Thou art a priest for ever. All corresponds to the truth in 
Christ. His Human Nature has ever been believed to be in that special 
nearness to God, expressed by His Right Hand ; St. Stephen saw Him 
there; Apostles averred it; the whole Church ever confessed it. He is 
there, our Priest as well as our King, King with an unchangeable Priest- 
hood. His people fight, not with weapons of this world, but in the 
armor of holiness. Godliness in them wins fresh subjects to Him. His 
kingdom is still upheld amid the hostility of the world. He rules in the 
midst of His enemies. The time, when all shall be subdued to Him, is, in 
the nature of things, yet to come. Such a waiting lies in the words of the 
prophecy and is a part of it; sit Thou on My Right Hand till—. The long 
expectation, which is the mockery of human hopes, is the fulfillment of 
the Divine promise. He rules, He gathers His willing peoples in each 
generation, until time shall melt away in eternity. Each century, during 
which the consummation of all things is delayed, is full of new victories 
over all the powers of darkness, the resistance of the world, the weakness 
of the flesh. Each century is a prolonged victory over the destroyer of 
all human things, time. What says rationalism? “!The word ‘until’ is 
not to be pressed, but is to be understood ideally of an unending, unclosed, 
uninclusive term.” But where was it for David? And what are the 
objections of the interpretation given by Christ? 1) “?The sitting on the 
Right Hand of the Father in the New Testament is a heavenly, ever 
united with the Resurrection and Ascension of Jesus, of which, earlier, 
no anticipation could come into the heart of man.” 2) “The high-priestly, 
or atoning office of Christ, (as it is taught in the Epistle to the Hebrews 
in contrast with the Mosaic Priesthood and including the abolition of the 
Mosaic law,) equally goes too far beyond the position of the Old Testa- 
ment, and, especially is too foreign to the idea of the Messiah of the Old 
Testament, that such a thought could have come into the mind of an Old 
Testament poet or prophet.” In other words, because the thought could 
not come in any human way, and, it is asswmed, was not revealed by God, 
it could not have come at all. 


went forth to war against powerful enemies.” 
ib. Day, ii. 285, follows Ewald. 

1Hupteld Ps. T. iy. p. 183. Ewald (Ps. p. 
25) refers to Bathsheba’s language at David’s 
death-bed, “ Let my lord king David live for 
ever,” (1 Kgs. i. 31) and the Psalms prophetic 
of Christ, xxi. 5, [4 Eng.] xlv. 3, 7, [2, 6, Eng.] 
and Psalm xli.13. Bathsheba did not, like 
the Persian, greet the king, “Mayest thou 
reign for ever.” (Ailian V. H. i. 32.) I can- 
not think that, with the knowledge of the 
life to come which David had, the words 
“life for ever” were an unmeaning heartless 
formula, a mockery to the dying man. 

2Hupfeld p.175. “It is certain that a pro- 
phecy of Messiah in the Christian sense, i. e. 
with the attributes ascribed to him in the 
New Testament on the ground of this Psalm, 


is in the way in which it is here expressed, 
utterly inconceivable in a poet of the Old 
Testament, being irreconcilable with fall 
historical and psychological conceptions and 
principles of interpretation, acknowledged 
elsewhere. For” &c (as in the text.) The 
remaining grounds are, 3) “that the Object 
of the Psalm is addressed as present ;” as if 
the Prophet could not in vision, like Balaam, 
see Him but not now, behold Him, but not nigh ; 
and 4) “that God would destroy his ene- 
mies;” which is but what our Lord Himself 
says, Those Mine enemies who would not that I 
should reign over them, bring them hither and 
slay them before Me. (S. Luke xix. 27.) David- 
son adops these last arguments, adding, 
‘“ Not to speak of the psychological impossi- 
bility before-mentioned, that a writer should, 
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It was to our Lord as to His Human, not His Divine, Nature, that it 
was said, Sit Thou on My Right Hand. For, as God, He is ever one with 
the Father. But it was said to Him, because He was God.- David’s Son, 
as Man, would not have been David’s Lord. The later prophets, even if 
any of them were greater prophets, were not the lords of those who went 
before them. Among those born of women, there is not, our Lord said', a 
greater prophet than John the Baptist. Nay, he was*® more than a prophet. 
Yet he was the lord of no one. The angels themselves were the fellow- 
servants of the Apostles and prophets, and of those who have the testimony 
of Jesus*. Jesus was David’s Lord, because He was God; He was his 
Son, because He was God Incarnate. To sit on God’s Right Hand, was a 
property of His Human Nature; but it belonged to that Nature, because, 
in that Nature, He was Lord and God. And so David gave to the Christ 
a title, which, as Man, did not belong to Him, and he prophesied of Him 
what did not belong to man. His words, like those of Daniel, ascribe to 
the Messiah a nearness to God which has never been said of any created 
being. They foretell that fact, which our Lord predicted of Himself, 
which has ever been believed by all who ever believed in Jesus, which 
ever formed a part of the earliest Creeds, that Jesus is, as no other is or 
can be, in that special nearness of glory, which is called the Right Hand 
of God. If men believe the fact, they will find it difficult not to believe 
that the Psalmist’s words relate to the fact which they describe. The 
Psalmist and Daniel foretold the super-angelic glory of the Messiah in the 
same way. 

b. A direct statement of the Divinity of the Messiah, in the Psalms, has 
the authority of St. Paul, who alleges it in contrast with even superhu- 
man beings. °But unto the Son He saith, Thy Throne, O God, is forever and 
ever. The attempts to eliminate the meaning betray their origin, and 
condemn one another. No one, but for a preconceived opinion, could 
interpret the word, Elohim, otherwise than as God, and as the title of the 
being addressed. No one, acting up to the boasted principle, that 
“Scripture” is to be “*interpreted like any other book,” could hesitate 
so to render it. No one, who could evade the meaning which he wished 
not to see, has hesitated about either. Grotesque as have been the ren- 
derings or explanations dffered, no one, who thought he could go con- 
struct the sentence, that the word, Elohim, need not designate the being 
addressed, doubted that Hlohim signified ‘“God;” and no one who 
thought that he could make out for the word, Elohim, any other meaning 
than that of “God,” doubted that it designated the being addressed. A 
right instinct prevented each class from doing more violence to grammar 
or to idiom than he needed, in order to escape the truth which he dis- 


without the least intimation, identify himself 28. Matt. xi. 9. 

with a person who was to live long after.” 3 Rev. xix. 10, xxii. 9. 

(1. ¢.) This is mere carelessness. The 48. Matt. xxvi. 64,8. Mark xiv. 62, 8. Luke 
Psalmist speaks of the subject of the Psalm, Xxii. 69. 

as “my Lord.” 5 Heb. i. 8. 


18, Luke vii. 28, S. Matt. xi. 11. 6 Prof. Jowett Essays and Rev. p. 377. 
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OF SIMPLE WORDS, “THY THRONE, 0 GOD.” 391 
liked. If people thought that they might paraphrase, “thy throne, O 
judge, or prince,” or “image of God 2,” or “? who art as a God to Pha- 
raoh,” they hesitated not for a moment to render with us, “Thy throne is 
for ever and ever.” If men think that they may assume such an idiom 
as, “thy throne of God,” meaning “thy divine throne,” or “ thy throne is 
God,” meaning “thy throne is the throne of God,” they doubt not that 
Elohim means purely and simply “God.” “There are interpreters,” says 
Gesenius *, ““who say that Hlohim is used, in the singular, of one king, 
and is the same as Ben-Hlohim, ‘Son of God, appealing to those almost 
Divine honors which the Easterns pay to their kings, and the Divine 
attributes with which they adorn them, as ‘Antiochus Deus Epiphanes.’ 
But the primary place which they allege, Ps. xlv. 7, does not at all prove 
this. They render, Thy Throne, O God, (i. e. O divine king,) shall stand 
for ever; but it can scarce be doubted that Elohim, the wonted name of 
God in the Psalms of the sons of Korah, is the same as in countless other 
places.” 

Modern criticism, here or elsewhere, has been busy in blinding itself to 
what it wished not to see. No one, in the least conversant with Hebrew, 
and who had any idea of the idiom of language, could doubt how the 
four simple words are to be rendered. We could not doubt in Latin, how 
we must understand the words, “Solium tuum Deus in eternum.” The 
Hebrew words are as simple as any in any language. If people could 
but persuade themselves that the words were a parenthetic address to 
God, no one would hesitate to own their meaning to be, “ Thy throne, O 
God, is for ever and ever.” They express naturally the eternal dominion 
of God. This is their obvious, their only natural grammatical meaning. 
In no other Psalm would any one have dowbted it. One may appeal to 
men’s own consciences, that they could not. When then they strive so 
hard, in non-natural ways, to force other meanings on the words®, it is 
clear that their ground for this lies in their own conceptions, what the 


1 Rashi. 2Obad. Siporno. be unbefitting to speak of the Creator as the 


3Isaac Jabetz, Torath Chesed (as said to 
Moses.) 

4Thes. p. 99. He used the same arguments 
on Is. ix. 5. pp. 564, 5. note. But on Isaiah, 
he adopted the one evasion, “thy God’s-throne 
is for ever and ever;” in the Thesaurus, the 
other, “‘thy throne shall be: [“is” ib. 699.] a 
throne of God (i. e. fortified and prospered 
by God.”) 

5These renderings have been, 1) “Thy 
throne is God forever and ever.” Even 
Hupfeld saw that this was “too bold.” “God 
is our refuge,” nay, “our dwelling-place,” for 
in Him we live and move and have our being. 
He is between us and our foes; so He spoke 
of Himself, as the “shield” of His own. He 
doth that for them, in spirit and in body, 
which these outward things do for the body. 
But the throne is a symbol of dignity higher 
than its own, that of the monarch. It would 


“throne” of the creature, because it would 
imply, not that the creature had a glory 
derived from the Creator, but that the Creator 
was subordinate to His creature. So Saadias 
dropped the rendering, and supplied, “God 
shall establish thy throne forever and ever;” 
which, however, just requires the additional 
word, “ shall establish,” ~2?. Not in Hebrew, 
any more than in any other language, can, 
“Thy throne God forever and eyer,” stand for, 
“God shall establish thy throne forever and 
ever.” 

2)“Thy throne, God,” is to mean, “Thy 
throne of, or from, God.” This is not so ex- 
pressed in Hebrew. The throne of Israel 
was God’s throne, because it was a theocracy, 
its kings were His vicegerents. Once itis 
said, God chose Solomon to sit upon the throne 
of the kingdom of the Lord over Israel, 1 Chr. 
Xxviii. 5; and then, Solomon sat upon the 
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words theologically can not mean, not in any persuasion what they gram- 


throne of the Lord, as king over Israel. But 
this cannot make the words, “Thy throne, 
God,” mean “ Thy throne from God.” 

3) They say, DIN AND is for NDI 
THON, the pronoun, ‘thy, being, (as, it is 
alleged, in some few other instances,) inter- 
posed between the nominative and genitive. 
But THIN ND2J, itself, must mean, “the 
throne of thy God ;” it could not mean, “Thy 
throne from,” or “of God.” No one could 
seriously maintain that it did. And this 
might have shewn people, that that other 
rare idiom does not apply to this case. The 
few cases are strictly cases of apposition. 
TY OTD (Ps. xxi. 7) or b> of yD 2 Sam. 
XXii. 33, for on YVR Ps. xviii. 33,) are 
not for Ty monn or for $7 nyn, which 
would rather mean, “the refuge of my 
strength,” or would, at least, be ambiguous ; 
but are to be taken simply, “my refuge, 
strength,” i.e. “and that a strong one.” 
TpY iS (Ps. xxxy. 19,) is illustrated by 
Dan NIV, with which it is united; as DIN 
is an adverb, so Ty: They are added 


absolutely, “my haters gratis,” “mine ene- 


mies falsely.” So oa JUDY: *lit. “our 
help, (which is) vanity.” Lam. iy.17. In like 
way, 73 bie) (Ley. vi. 3) is, “his garment, 
linen;” i.e. “consisting of linen;” eV 
nat (Ezek. xvi. 27) “thy way, lewdness,” i. €. 
mere lewdness. In all the cases except Ley. 
vi. 3, the words added express a quality; viz. 
strength, might, lewdness, falseness, gratui- 
tousness. Ley. vi. 3, “his garment, linen,” 
is but the well-known case of an explanation 
standing in apposition, as is seen in cases 
where the chief word has the article. yn, 
A. “his garment, linen,” is the same con- 
struction, so far,as wy nynan, “the coat, 
fine linen,” Ex. xxviii. 39; ant Dd’ a0 
“the cherubs, gold,” 1 Chr. xxviii. 18. But 
God could stand in no such relation to the 
“throne” of man. Ewald himself gives an 
explanation of the idiom, similar in principle, 
(ausf. Lehrb. 2 291. 3. b.) “ Poets can easily 
append the suffix to the first substantive, to 
which it belongs, and then subordinate the 
second independently, as iy ‘DM ‘my 
refuge in strength,’ i.e. my strong ‘refuge ; 
Ww NIV, “my fying enemies,’ Ps. lxxi. 7. 


[Myaw? sp N33, “Thy Feet which are 
salvation,”] Hab. iii. 8. Ezek. xvi. 27, xviii. 7, 
[taking 29M WADA (both am. Acy.) as if it 


were “his pledge for a debt,” others, as E. V- 
“ debtor.”] 2 Sam, xxii. 33.” 

4) They render, “ Thy throne is (a throne 
of) God,” which is, of course, simply impos- 
sible. Ewald (Kr. Gramm. 2 343 note) said, 
“Very seldom is the status constructus 
wanting in the predicate, when it is the noun 
immediately preceding, as D” TON S02 
‘thy throne is God’s (throne ’) for 8 8DD3 
more easily with a noun designating ‘the 
matter, Jer. xxiy. 2.” But Jer. xxiv. 2. 
requires nothing to be supplied. We have, in 
English, many such idioms; “The one bas- 
ket, very good figs, like the tigs first ripe; and 
the other basket, very bad figs, which could 
not be eaten for badness.” The cases which 
others allege are obviously irrelevant, being 
eases in which the article has been put anom- 
alously, yet on a different principle, before 
the nominative, as man INN, “the ark 
of the covenant;” Os 3 ONT, “the God 
of Bethel.” For in these cases, there is only 
one nominative and one genitive; there is 
nothing really to be supplied. The saying of 
Hebrew grammarians, that 1377 PAST 

was for m3 js PAST, “the ark, the 
ark of the covenant,” is, in itself, obviously 
a mere shift to explain the anomalous placing 
of the article; for there is no such emphasis, 
as this repetition would imply; and, if this 
anomaly were to be thus accounted for, it 
would have no bearing on the passage in the 
Psalm; since, in those cases, the words are 
in apposition; in the Psalm they would be 
made to stand as subject and predieate. In 
his ausf. Lehrg. 2 296 b. ed. 7, Ewald quotes, 
as exactly corresponding, only Cant. i. 15, 
rendering, (as the E. V.,) “ thy eyes are doves’ 
eyes.” But from Cant. iv. 1, “thy eyes are 
doves behind thy veil,” or “locks,” and, still 
more, from y. 12, “ His eyes are doves at the 
rivers of waters, bathing in milk, sitting in 
fullness,” or, “at the fullness” (i.e. of the 
streams,) it is clear that the object of com- 
parison, in i. 15 also, is the dove itself, not its 
eyes. For in iy. 1, v. 12, there follows on the 
comparison the mention of the situation of the 
dove. Ewald too rendered iy. 1, “ thine eyes 
doves around thy locks;” y. 12, “His eyes 
are doves over the water-brooks,” Delitzsch 
(ad loc.) says, “ Hitzig, on Pr. yii. 27, rightly 
questions the correctness of the elliptical 
explanation in places such as Deut. viii. 15, 
1 Kgs. iv. 18, Ezr. x. 13.” Certainly in such 
idioms as, “ Who led thee through the great 
and terrible wilderness, fiery serpents and 
scorpions and drought,” (Deut.) “ threescore 


OF WORDS, GRAMMATICALLY MOST SIMPLE. 


matically do mean. 


great cities, walls and brazen bars,” (1 Kgs. 
iy.) “the people is many, and the weather is 
showers,” (Ezr.) no one scarcely could think 
of filling it up “wilderness of serpents,” 
“cities of walls,” or “the weather is weather 
of showers.” Such renderings ignore the 
idioms of language. Yet Hitzig now justifies 
his rendering, “ thy throne is a God’s throne,” 
by such idioms. (ad loc.) According to these 
interpreters, in the 2d half-verse, where there 
would be no ambiguity, “a sceptre of right- 
eousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom,” 


qI70 vaw won WA, the nominative 
is inserted in both clauses ; and in the first 
half-verse, where (as the Versions shew) the 
obyious rendering is, “ Thy throne, O God,” 
the nominative, which would prevent the 
ambiguity, is omitted. A writer, who writes 
fully not Vw only, but MOY WWD vow 

ma>n would, 4 fortiori, have written, 
orbs NDD JSON, if he had meant it, since 
there was the greater need of precision, 
because its obvious meaning involves an 
important dogmatic statement. 

5) Gesenius (on Is. ix. 5) adopted yet another 
construction. “The word XD) has two geni- 
tives, in different relations, after it, just as Ley. 
XXvVi. 42, 3px °53 ‘my Jacob’s covenant,’ 
i.e. my covenant with Jacob.” In Ley. xxvi. 
42, two constructions are united. In Hebrew, 
J)" is joined in the genitive very commonly 
with the name of the person who makes the 
covenant, (as in the often-repeated, »” )"3, 
“the covenant of the Lord,”) and more rarely 
with that of those, with whom the covenant 
is made, as Deut. iy. 31, PDAS m3 “the 
covenant with thy fathers; ” Mal. ii. 10, “with 
our fathers;” Ps. lxxxix. 40, VII .2 “the 


cov. with thy servant;” Mal. iis, ym "3, 
“the covenant with Levyi;” Is. xlii. 6, xlix. er 
oy v3, “a covenant with the people.” In 
the emphatic saying, Lev. xxvi. 42, I will re- 
member My covenant with Jacob, and also My 
covenant with Isaac, and also My covenant with 
Abraham I will remember, the two construc- 
tions are united, which has no difficulty, be- 
cause, as Gesenius said, “they stand in dif- 
ferent relations,” well known in the idiom of 
the language. So in Jeremiah xxxiii. 20, 
“ugvael is united with DPn and ny D7, “ My 
covenant with the day and My covenant with the 
night, parallel with, My covenant with David 
My servant. (I DS “ighhgial v.21.) The con- 
struction )J nN Im95 in itself suggests, 
that the construction, D7 12, is idio- 
matic and elliptical. In y. 25 the adverb, 


The words are addressed to God!; 
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the context shews 


Did’, is substituted for D7, The elliptical 
idiom was doubtless the rather used, on ac- 
count of the great frequency of the fuller 
idiom, “made a covenant with” &c. The 
covenant, of course, implies the two parties 
between whom it is made. The two persons 
n (lit.) “the covenant of Me, Jacob,” “the 
covenant of Me, Isaac,” “the covenant of Me, 
Abraham,” stand not only in relation with 
the word, “covenant.” but with each other. 


wya DS AN) apy 2 NS ADI 
TIN DNAS ae DS AN) f pry? have 


no ambiguity. It is but the as of known 
relations. “My covenant,” “the covenant 
of the Lord,” is, everywhere, the covenant 
which God made; “the covenant of your 
fathers,” “of your servant,” is “the covenant 
which He made with the fathers, &c.;” and 
the phrase, “ My covenant with Jacob,” does 
but blend them, in the same sense in which 
they were used apart. There is also no other 
possible meaning. The words “ Thy throne,” 
“the throne of God,” equally have definite 
meanings, but exclusive of each other. They 
express, each of them, to whom the throne 
belonged. They are both the genitive of the 
subject. ‘The throne of God” never occurs 
in the sense of “the throne which God gave.” 
We have, “ Thy throne (O Lord) is from gene- 
ration to generation,” Lam. v.19; “the Lord’s 
throne is in heaven,” Ps. xi. 4; ““God sitteth 
on His holy throne,” Ps. xlvii.8; “justice and 
judgment are the habitation of Thy throne,” 
Ps. 1xxxix. 14; “the heaven is My throne,” 
Is. Ixvi.1; “the throne of the Lord,” Jer. iii. 
17; “the place of My throne,” Ez. xliii. 7. 
And we haye no other meaning. To render, 
then, “thy throne of God,” in the meaning 
“thy throne entrusted to thee by God,” (Ges. 
on Is. ix. 5) is to join the words in a sense 
which they never have, rejecting that which 
the like phrase actually has. (Lam. y. 19.) 
Gesenius abandoned this (Thes. pp. 98, 699.) 
for No. 3; yet rendered (Ib. p. 1036.) “soliwm 
tuum a@ Deo constitutum stabit in ceternum.” 
1“ The Versions take Elohim as the Voca- 
tive; but neither can this be an address to 
Jahve, (YHVH) as the Targum takes it; nor 
can the king be so directly taken as God.” Hitzig. 
As for Hitzig’s supplementary argument, 
(from Ewald,) it contains its own answer; 
“moreover T})} poy (without t comp. Lam. 
y. 19) is uniformly only an incidental deter- 
mination of the predicate, xlviii. 15, x. 16, lii. 
10, not the predicate itself.” It is mere straw- 


splitting, to admit that 717) 7199 ANDI 
(Lam. y.19) signifies, “Thy throne is for ever 
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that He Who is so addressed as God, is a King among men, but One 
Whose kingdom is not of this world; His end truth, and meek righteous- 
ness; Himself, beauteous above the sons of men; His lips overflowing 
with Divine grace; and these things in Him, the Source_of Divine Unc- 
tion. Men would not believe that our Lord was God, or that God fore- 
told this of Him; they dare not deny, that the simplest meaning of the 
words in themselves is, “Thy Throne, O God, is for ever and ever.” 

c. A 8d Psalm, which the whole body of the Apostles quoted’, while 
addressing God, which St. Paul alleged to the Jews? at Antioch in Pisidia, 
quoted in the Epistle to the Hebrews *, and alluded to in the Epistle to 
the Romans‘, speaks of the Messiah, as, in a special way, “the Son of 
God.” The second Psalm is a prophecy against the vain attempts of 
heathen nations to throw off the sovereignty of God and of His Anointed. 
It exhibits, as Isaiah and Daniel do, the vain tumults of men, and, over- 
against them, the calm supremacy of God. Rebellion against the Lord 
and against His Anointed, i.e. His Messiah or Christ, is one and the 
same act. ° The kings of the earth set themselves in array, and the rulers take 
counsel together, against the Lord and against His Anointed. Obedience to 
God and reverence to the Son are also one and the same. ° Serve the 
Lord with fear and rejoice with trembling. Kiss the Son, lest He be angry. 
Trust in Him is the source of manifold blessedness. Blessed are all they 
that put ther trust in Him. His wrath is destruction. It is one and the 
same as the wrath of God, as instantaneous in its effects and as fatal. 
Lest He be angry and ye perish from the way, when His wrath is kindled but a 
little. Wis inheritance embraced all nations. ‘Ask of Me and I will give 
Thee the heathen for Thine inheritance. It is given by Goa, as our Lord 
says, ° All power is given unto Me in heaven and in earth ; but it is coexten- 
sive with the earth; the uttermost parts of the earth for Thy possession ; as 
our Lord, after mention of that power given to Him, said to His Apostles, 
and, in them, to His Churchsunto the end, ° Go ye and disciple all nations. 
Of Him alone it is said, Thow art My Son, this day have I begotten Thee. 
Others have been and are adopted sons, He alone is a Son by nature; of 
Him Alone is the word used, which expresses the special relation of 
nature. Of others whom God made His sons, He said; '° he shall be My 
son, and I his Father. To Him Alone, Who is the Son by Nature, He 
saith, This day I have begotten Thee. The kiss also (as it continues among 
us to this day,) to a superior was the well-known act of fealty, or of wor- 
ship™. But, beyond the word itself, was the association with God. The 


and ever, and to deny that ‘33/) ndiy NOD 4Rom. i. 4. 5 Ps ii. 2. 6 Tb. 11, 12. 
means the same. The construction, which is TPs. il. 8. 8S. Matt. xxviii. 18. 
the point questioned by Hitzig, is precisely 9 Ib. 19. 101 Chron. xxii. 10. 


the same. Ewald had doubtless forgotten 
Lam. y. 19, when he made the assertion. 
TW) pip is aS near an expression for eter- 
nity, as human language admits; it expresses 
clearly the same as ‘J})) yp. 


1 Acts iv. 25,6. 2b. xiii. 33. 8 Heb.i.5. 


See on Hos. xiii. 2.p.127. Pw) occurs 34 
times inthe Bible. Three of these cases are 
in the idiom, nwP ‘pws “drawers of the 
bow,” and are, in fact, from a different root. 
In all the other 31 cases, it has the one mean- 
ing, “kiss.” In all cases but one, the object 
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close of the Psalm corresponds with the beginning. It is an exhortation 
to those who were in rebellion, to return to obedience to God and to His 
Son. “7? The words, serve the Lord, refer to the words, take counsel against 
the Lord; the words, kiss the Son, to the words, and against His Anointed.” 


is expressed; in7 places beside this Psalm, 
it is in the accusative; 21 times it stands 
witn 5; in Gen. xli. 40 with Sy; in Ezekiel, 
iii. 13 of things inanimate, with bx. The 
one exception, where the object is omitted, 
isin Ps. lxxxv. 11, pwr Dw) py “right- 
eousness and peace have kissed ;” obviously, 
each other. 3 occurs once beside, in the 
undoubted sense, “son.” Pr. xxxi. 2. It is 
not an Aramaic word only, as is commonly 
stated. Itis alsoa Phcenician word, and so 
it belongs to the earliest stock of the lan- 
guage. It occurs in Plautus, (Ges. Script. 
ling. Phenic. p. 379) and in proper names; 
Vermina, Beppivas = VIN 3 Liv. App. (Ib. 
p. 415); Bar-melech, yoo 3, “son of the 
king” i.e. Baal, Inser. Melit. 2, 4. (Ib. p. 348); 
Bappoxapos, Polyb. 7, 9.= Vy 3, “son of 
Hercules.” (Ib. p. 403, coll. p. 353.) Gesenius 
also explains by it the names, Ildapados.(Diod. 
ving) 1.6. Sya ya. “son of Baal” (Ib. p. 
412.); Bogudes (App. Dio C.) i.e. 3)} 3 “son 
of a troop” (Ib. 404.) ; and Bomilcar (Liv. Pol. 
App.) pr 3 “son of Milcar,” i.e. Her- 


cules. (ib.) Aramaic are poetic forms. But the 
form was also probably chosen here, to avoid 
the repetition of the same sound, 13 ja, 
without any corresponding emphasis. The 
word pw. then, taken in its uniform mean- 


ing, and in a received construction, fits 
in with the mention of the object, “kiss 
the Son.” The grammatical meaning suits 
the context. God said,**I have set My 
king upon My holy hill of Zion.” He de- 
elared of that king; “Thou art My Son.” 
The world was in rebellion against Him. God 
exhorts them to shew reverence to the Son, 
lest He be angry and they perish. 

On the ground of this uniform meaning of 
pw), its meaning was retained even by those 


who did not understand, or who wished to 
evade, the meaning of 43. Hence Aquila 
translated strictly, carapiAyoare, “kiss ;” Sym- 
machus, in the derived meaning, “worship,” 
mpooxuvycate; as St. Jerome too, “adorate.” 
But then it was inconsistent, not to take 3, 
as the object of the verb, in either of its 
known senses, “Son,” or, (from the root 473) 
“pure.” For it is unidiomatic, to take as an 
adverb a word, which is only used as a noun, 
and that, when following an active verb, 


which requires a noun to complete its mean- 
ing. Aq. éxAextas, Symm. Kxabapas, S. Jer. 
puré. Yet even thus Aquila, at least, must 
have thought that “the king” was the object, 
since the word “kiss,” which he adopts, 
could not be applied to God, save through 
the Incarnation. In regard to the rendering 
of the late Chaldee Targum, and of the LXX, 
“lay hold of instruction,” Dy) never sig- 
nifies to “lay hold of,” only to “stretch the 
bow;” and 43 (if the vowel be changed) is 
only once used with the affix, 93, “my 
purity,” and that, when the idiom, 0°77 43, 
had just preceded, and the equivalent DDD 
followed. Even thus, “purity” is not “in- 
struction.” Hupfeld, rejecting the real mean- 
ing, “son,” as inapplicable, (he thought,) so 
felt that no other would hold, that he devised 
a correction of the text, )3 for ‘3, although 
well knowing that this was a construction 
unknown to Hebrew. 

lAben Ezra. The reference to the Christ 
is acknowledged by the older Jews of all 
Schools. It is mentioned as a tradition in 
the Talmud, tract Succa, dist. Hachalil ; “Our 
Rabbins handed down, ‘Messiah ben David, 
(who is to be revealed, may he be reveated in 
our days!) God, blessed forever, said to him, 
‘ask something of Meand I will give it Thee,’ 
asis said, ‘I will declare the decree, The Lord said 
unto Me, Thou art My Son, &c. Ask of Me, &e.’ 
And when he shall hear, that Messiah son of 
Joseph is slain, he shall say, ‘Lord of the 
world, I ask of Thee nothing but life;’ God 
shall say to him, ‘thou askest life of Me; 
before thou saidst this, David thy father 
prophesied of thee, He asked life of Thee; 
dc.” Ps. xxi. 5. (Mart. Pug. Fid. f. 330.) The 
unworthiness of this representation belongs 
to the Talmudists; but they are witnesses to 
the traditional meaning. In the mystical 
school, the Midrash Tillim says, “ kings shall 
rise up against him, [Messias ben David,] 
as itis said, the kings of the earth, dc. Ps. ii. 
2. Mart. f. 332. (See also ib. f. 604.) and again, 
“when his hour shall come, God shall say, 
*‘T must create him by a new creation,’ and 
so He saith, This day have I begotten thee.” on 
Ps. ii. 2. Mart. f. 285; and on ii. 7, (f. 3, 4.) Ps. 
ex. J, Ps. ii. 7, and Dan. vii. 13, lo with the 
clouds of heaven, are quoted together of the 
Messiah. (Schéttg. Hor. Hebr. ii. p. 121.) 
And on Ps. 21, “R. Johanan says, ‘ Ask,’ was 
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FORCE OF THE WORD “son.” 


The omission of the article gives even an added emphasis to the word 
Son}, in that the name thereby gains the character of a proper name, be- 
longing to Him, and to no other as it does to Him’. 

d. The King, who is the subject of the 72d Psalm, has attributes, which 
could not belong to any human being, immortality, omniscience, omnipo- 
tence. He is the source of an immortality of blessing, by acts strictly 
personal, so long as this world shall endure*. Wherever the needy should 


said to three, Solomon, (1 Kings iii. 5,) Ahaz, 
(Is. vii. 11,) and king Messiah, Ask of me &c. 
Ps. ii. 8.” (Mart. f. 516.) And in the Bereshith 
Rabba, “R. Huna in the name of R. Idi, [and 
R Joshua B. Levi,] saith, “This (Jer. xxxi. 
21) is king Messiah, of whom it is said, 
‘Thou art My Son.’” (in Mart. f. 284.) In 
the Pirke R. Elieser c. 28, Mesharshia [4th 
cent.] is quoted, interpreting vy. 2. of the 
last “ gathering of all nations to fight against 
Messiah b. David.” (Schéttgen ad loc. p. 
227.) So also the Avoda sara f. 3. 2, (ib. p. 
228,) Tanchuma f. 55. 2, (Ib. p. 74,) Pesikta 
Sotarta, f. 58. 1, (Ib. p. 96,) the Zohar, ib. 
p. 227,) Midrash Esther f. 107. 4, (Ib. pp. 68, 
9,) interpret the beginning of the Psalm of 
Gog and Magog. The Mechilta, quoting the 
words, against the Lord, and against His 
Anointed, has the simile of “a robber, stand- 
ing behind the royal palace, insulting it, and 
saying, ‘If I find the king’s son, 1 will seize 
and slay him and erucify him, that he may 
die a hard death,’ but the Holy Spirit shall 
mock them; He that sitteth in the heavens 
shall mock them.” (in Yalkut Shimeoni, ii. f. 
90,1. Sch. p. 227.) The Midrash Tillim has 
the likeness of “a king who was wroth with 
his subjects; but they went to his son and 
besought him to appease the king. When 
they were reconciled, they sang a hymn to 
the king; but he said,‘ Why sing ye a hymn 
to me, go rather and present it to my son. 
For but for him, I should have destroyed the 
whole city.” (f. 4. 2. Sch. p. 229.) It recog- 
nized the interpretation, even while misap- 
plying it to the Jewish people. 

1So y20, “Ixing,” Ps. xxi. 1, and pn “ de- 
eree,” in this Psalm, v.7. Delitzsch remarks, 
how the omission of the Article is emphatic 
in Arabic also, quoting Fleischer on Zamak- 
shari, Not. 2. pp. 1. sq. and De Saecy Anthol. 
Gramm. p. 75. Hupfeld (p. 33) says, that the 
word, 3, “son,” would be “unmeaning with- 
out VT or the article.” Yet he had him- 
self, a few lines before, remarked the similar 
use of 300, Ps. xxi. 1. And this, in face of 
the acknowledged fact, that the article is 
habitually omitted in poetry, where it would 
stand in prose, as is said in all grammars. 


(e. g. Gesen. Lehrg. p. 652. Ewald ausf. Lehrb. 
2 277 p. 679. ed. 7.) yas Ss7)5) again occurs in 
this same Psalm, v. 2. ] 

2Dr. Williams said, “If he would follow our 
version in rendering the 2d Psalm, kiss the 
Son, he knows that Hebrew idiom convinced 
even Jerome, the true meaning was, worship 
purely,” (ss. and Rey. p. 68) quoting him, 
“ cavillatur—quod posuerim—Adorate pure— 
ne violentus viderer interpres et Jud. [aicexe 
calumnize] locum darem.” Hieron. ec. Ruffin. 
{i.]219. This is not an accurate account of 
S. Jerome’s statement. Ruffinus blamed him 
for inconsistency, that, “ having, in his brief 
commentary, said, ‘adore the Son,’ in his 
translation he put ‘adore purely.’” S. Jerome 
defends himself, that “‘ Bar’ had different 
meanings; ‘Son,’ as in Barjona, Bartholo- 
mezeus, Barthimeeus, Bariesus, and Barabbas; 
also ‘wheat’ and‘a sheaf of corn’ [i. e. ‘corn 
even standing,’ Ps. lxy. 14] and ‘ elect’ [from 
Cant. vi. 9] and‘ pure.’”” “ What then have I 
offended,” he says, “that I have rendered 
diversely an ambiguous word, and that while 
in the little commentary, where there was 
freedom of discussion, 1 had said, ‘ adore the 
Son,’ in the body of the work, [his transla- 
tion,] lest I should seem to do violence to the 
text and give occasion to Jewish calumny, I 
said ‘adore purely,’ or ‘in a chosen way,’ as 
Aquila and Symmachus also translated?” It 
seems to me that S. Jerome preferred the 
rendering, “the Son,” since he adopted it 
where he could explain it, but gave way to 
prejudice in rendering “adore purely.” But, 
although 8S. Jerome had very valuable tradi- 
tional knowledge of Hebrew, which he ac- 
quired with so much cost and pains from his 
Jewish instructors, no one thinks now that 
he had an idiomatic knowledge of Hebrew. 
It was not his line. Yet in rendering Dw} 
“adore,” he paraphrased rightly on the right 
grounds. 

3 Ps. Ixxii. 5,7. v. 5. is clearly addressed to 
the subject of the Psalm. In y. 17, it is said, 
“His Name shall endure for ever,” and in Ps. 
Ixxxix. 29, 36, “His seed shall endure for 
ever;” Ib. 4, “Thy seed will I establish for 
ever;” Ib. 37, “it shall be established for 
eyer;” here only, it is said of the Person. 


ATTRIBUTES OF “THE KING” IN PSALM LXXII. 397 
cry in the whole world, there and then would He save. This is the special 
prerogative of God. Ommniscience alone hears the cry of every human 
heart which it framed: Omnipotence alone can deliver every one every 
where. Human benefactors can do this here and there!; God alone 
every where. * When he cried wnto Him, He heard. * Thou shalt ery, and 
He shall say, Behold Me! is the prerogative of an Almighty Helper. +‘ Call 
upon Me in the day of trouble ; I will deliver thee and thou shalt glorify Me, is 
God’s invitation to all who will seek Him sincerely, and an anticipation of 
that loving invitation of our Lord, * Come unto Me, all ye that labor and are 
heavy laden, and I will give you rest. Yet this is assigned as the ground, 
why °all kings shall fall down before Him ; all nations shall serve Him. For 
He shall deliver &c. This is, in truth, the attractive power which has 
drawn men unto Jesus, before they yet knew what it is to love Him, that 
He is an Almighty Deliverer. “ty 

Yet the government of this King is wholly spiritual. Peace is to be the 
yield of the world, but in righteousness’; salvation®, righteous judgment’, 
tender compassion, deliverance", redemption”, are His acts; the 
afflicted ones of God, of the people*, the sons of the needy'*, and 
generally, the needy, afflicted ®, or those in low estate ", he who hath no 
helper’, are the objects of that love; and that, by His coming down from 
above, as rain upon the herb, when ready to dry up. Precious in His eyes 
should be the blood of such as these”; as it is said of Almighty God, 
21 Precious in the eyes of the Lord is the death of His saints. All are strictly 
personal acts. The King Himself is to do all these things. His empire is 
to be coextensive with the world, coenduring with time. The confines of 
the promised land are by turns removed; His dominion is to be from sea 
to sea, from the Mediterranean their Western boundary, to the encircling 
sea beyond Asia’s utmost verge, and, from their Eastern boundary, the 
river, the Euphrates, wnto the ends of the earth™. Some nations are men- 
tioned as specimens; the wild sons of the wilderness”, countries known 
to Solomon by commerce only, in the then distant Spain, or the empires 
on the shores of the Mediterranean”, the depths of Arabia or the far-re- 
moved and wealthy Nubia”. But these are instances only of the volun- 
tary submission. The prophecy passes on to universal empire. All kings, 


1 Job. xxix. 12. 

2Ps. xxii. 24. add Ps. xviii. 7, xxxiv. 4, 5, 6, 
15-17, iv. 3, iii. 4, lv. 16, xcix. 6, ecxvi. 4-16, 
exviili. 5, exx. 1, exlv. 18, 19, Jon. ii. 2. 

3 Is. lviii. 9. 

Ps, I. 15. add xci. 15, Jer. xxxiii. 3, Is. 
lviii. 9. 

5S. Matt. xi. 28. Sy. 11, 12. 

Ty. 3. Each hemistich fills up the other, 
“mountains and hills shall yield peace to the 
people in righteousness.” 


8y.4,18. v.24. v.13. 99 DAD. 
Ny, 12. Wy, 14, Wy, 2. 
l4y, 4, by, 12, 13. [ii] 
16 vy. 12. Wy, 13. Wy, 2. 


Wy. 6. “upon the mown grass,” as in Am. 
vii. 2. E. V. rightly. Striking image of a 
world, in all appearance, hopelessly dead, 
but with a hidden capacity for receiving life! 
y. 7. The like image occurs in the prophecy 
of Christ, 2 Sam. xxiii. 4. 

20y, 14, 21 Ps, exyi. 15. 

BUS ‘DDS occurs 14 times, and always 
in this sense, as also yusd Msp (4 times) 
and Ys TSP (20 times.) The plural in 


itself involves it, as in the Homeric retpata 

yains, and we say “the land’s end,” but “ the 

ends of the earth,” 
ESraph ees 
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all nations are to fall down before Him and serve Him. They are to offer 
their best, presents and gifts; yet the most costly offering is to be the obla- 
tion of the poor. The kings of Sheba are to be there, but the gold of 
Sheba is specified as the offering of the poor. Precious shall their blood be 
in His eyes. And live he, he will give of the gold of Sheba. His enemies 
are voluntarily to submit themselves. The abundance of peace in His 
days is to be as long as the moon endureth. He is to be the object of 
reverent fear, so long as sun and moon endure. And yet, by a wondrous 
coincidence with the fact, it is hinted that He Himself should be out of 
sight. For it is said, His Name shall be for ever ; His Name shali propagate’, 
gaining, generation after generation, a fresh accession of offspring, as long 
as the sun and moon endure; and yet, again, He is to be the personal 


source of blessing; men shall be blessed in Him”. 


oe 


1The E. V. has, (according to its rule,) fol- 
lowed the kri, my, “shall be propagated.” 
It isa mere substitution for the bold image 
of the text. Yet it must be an old correction, 
since it supplies one of the names of the Mes- 
siah. “Pirke R. Elieser ¢. 3. and Bereshith 
rabba s. 1. f. 3. 3. ‘Six things’ (seven are 
counted in Pesachim f. 54.1. Nedarim f. 39. 2. 
Midrash Tehillim f. 35,4. [see in Mart. Pug. 
fid. f. 335.] and Midrash Mishle f. 53, 3.) ‘were 
before the foundation of the world, and 
among them the name of the Messiah, Before 
the sun, Yinnon is his name. Ibid. c. 36, 
among those six, whose name was known be- 
fore their birth, the ‘name of the Messiah,’ is 
mentioned, with an appeal to this place. 
[See in Mart. f. 334.] Echa Rabbathi f. 59. 3. 
and Sanhedrin f. 98, 2, ‘They who are of the 
school of Jannai said, that ‘the name of the 
Messiah is Yinnon, from this place. Mid- 
rash Mishle ec. xix. 21. f. 57.1,*The name of 
the Messiah is Yinnon,’ also quoting it.” 
Schéttgen de Messia ad loc. 

In the Bereshith R. 1. c. and Midr. Till. 1. e. 
it is explained actively, yet the pass. form 
seems to have crept in, “ Why is his name 
ealled par? Because he shall give birth to 
(12) those who sleep in the dust of the 
earth.” 

2There is no pretext for the gloss of Le 
Clere, (following Rashi,) that the words, 
“shall be blessed in Him,” are to be limited 
by the idiom, Gen. xlviii. 20. By thee Israel 
shall bless; which, by foree of the conjuga- 
tion, must have a different sense, and which 
is explained by the addition, saying, God 
make thee as Ephraim and Manasseh. 313; 
orig. “bent the knee,” “prayed,” is used of 
man’s act as to man, in no other sense than, 
“ prayed for a blessing,” (as even benediction 
in God’s name is still a prayer.) “Israel shall 
bless by thee,” has then no other meaning 


The prophecy of Solo- 


than that which is expanded in the sequel, 
“use thy mame in praying a blessing from 
God.” Even apart from the meaning of the 
word, man cannot “make blessed” through 
man; self-evidently he cannot bless through 
forefathers, long since departed. Yet the 
very fact that the word is explained by the 
addition, “saying, God make thee &c.” shews 
that it is no ordinary idiom, as indeed it oc- 
curs in that one place only of Scripture. 
From God to His creature, man, to “bless” 
is to “make blessed.” In itself, the Hithpa- 
hel or Nifal might be either reflective or pas- 
sive, “he blessed himself,’ or, “he was 
blessed” by God. yann is reflective Deut. 
xxix. 18. “shall bless himself in his heart,” 
i. e. “pronounce himself blessed,” as ex- — 
plained in ,the context. In Is. Ixy. 16, and 
Jer. iv. 2, (where itis united with 9) it 
signifies “shall bless himself in,” i. e. 
“seek blessing in.” In both cases, the object 
is God; “He that blesseth himself in the 
earth shall bless himself in the God of truth” 
(Is.); “the nations shall bless themselves in 
Him, and in Him shall they glory.” (Jer.) In 
both, it stands connected with an act of man, 
“shall swear by the God of truth” (Is.) ; “thou 
shalt swear, ‘The Lord liveth,’ in truth, in 
judgment, and in righteousness, and the na- 
tions shall bless themselves in Him.” (Jer.) 
Eyen then, if 3 133M were to be rendered 
in the Psalm reflectively, “shall bless them- 
selves in Him,” it would still mean, (according 
to the idiom in Isaiah and Jeremiah,) “shail 
seek their blessedness from Him.” In the 
first passage in Genesis xii. 2, God had already 
said to Abraham, “Thou shalt be a blessing,” 
i.e. in its most natural sense, “a source of 
blessing,” as in Ps. xxi.7. The Nifal oceurs 
only in these prophecies, Gen. xii.3, xviii. 18, 
xxviii, 14. It is not known that it is any 
where used reflectively. The Hithpael is 
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mon expands the promise to Abraham; as it is itself afterward expanded 
in those of Micah, Isaiah, and Zechariah‘. Yet further, the king, (as is 
said more explicitly in Ps. cx.) exercises the office of a perpetual priest- 
hood. The words, And He shail pray for him continually, anticipate the 
revelation by St. Paul, He ever liveth to make intercession for them?. 

e. In Isaiah there occurs that wonderful prophecy of One, Who should 
be born a Child, yet of Whose personal rule there should be no end, 
Whose reign should not pass away, like that of mortal kings, who succeed 
others, to be succeeded by others, but which should endure from thenceforth 
even for ever*®, The line of David had lasted, from father to son, nearly 8 
centuries, when Isaiah so prophesied. God had promised to David, * Thine 
house and thy kingdom shall be established for ever before thee. Three centu- 
ries had verified the promise. Isaiah opens another mode of its fulfill- 
ment. It was no longer to be from father to son, but was to abide in one 
individual, Who should be born of his seed. Of Him he gives that won- 
drous prophecy of lowliness and Divinity, united in the Incarnation. 
5 Unto us a Child is born, unto us a Son is given, and the government shall be 
upon His Shoulder, and His Name shall be called, Wonderful Counsellor, 
Mighty God, Eternal Father, Prince of Peace. El, the name of God, is no 
where used absolutely of any but God. The word is once used relatively, 
in its first appellative sense, the mighty of the nations, in regard to Nebu- 


used twice, Gen. xxii. 18, xxvi. 4. After the 
typical sacrifice of Isaac, the term of the 
blessing is changed to Abraham, “in thy 
seed shall all nations be blessed,” instead of 
“in thee.” (Gen. xxii. 18, xxvi.4.) To Jacob, 
(Gen. xxviii. 14) both are united, “in thee and 
in thy seed.” The emphasis, laid on the 
words in the five-times-repeated blessing, also 
precludes an interpretation, at once so empty 
and so exaggerated as, that this full promise 
should mean, that all nations of the world 
should use this as a formula of blessing, “God 
bless thee as He blessed Abraham, Jacob, and 
their descendants.” Ammon, and Bertholdt, 
(de ortu theol. Hebr. p. 102,) got rid of the 
prophecy by saying that, “all nations of the 
earth” meant the Canaanitish nations; and 
that the blessing on them was, that the rem- 
nant, which was not destroyed, was associated 
with the Jews! They admitted thus, that St. 
Peter (Acts ili. 25, 6) and St. Paul (Gal. iii. 8, 
16) were right in arguing from the plain 
meaning of the words, “In thy seed shall all 
the kindreds of the earth be blessed.” 

1The peace, characteristic of the ruler in 
this Psalm, reappears in the title, “ Prince of 
peace,” in Is. ix. 6; in the peace foretold Is. 
xi.; in Micah vy. 5, “this Man shall be our 
peace;” in Zech. ix. 10, quoting this pro- 
phecy. 

2 Heb. vii. 26, add. Rom. viii. 34. The words, 
ya bop mn, cannot be rendered, as ih the 


P. B. version, “prayer shall be made ever 
unto Him;” on the other hand, the idiom is 
used exclusively of the intercession of one 
nearer to God for one less near. It is used 
of Abraham who, as “a prophet,” was to inter- 
cede for Abimelech, that he might live, Gen. 
xx. 7; of Moses, interceding for Aaron after 
the sin of the calf, Deut. ix. 20; of Samuel in- 
terceding for the people, on their putting 
away their idols, 1 Sam. vil. 5; of his interces- 
sion after the offence in asking for a king, 
asked for by them and owned by him as his 
perpetual office, Ib. xii. 19, 23; of the prophet 
interceding for Jeroboam at his request, that 
the use of his hand might be restored to him, 
1 Kgs. xiii. 6; of Zedekiah’s request to Jere- 
miah, “intercede with the Lord our God for 
us,” Jer. xxxvii. 3; of the like request of the 
people to Jeremiah, Jer. xlii. 2, 20, and as for- 
bidden by God, on the ground that He would 
not remit the punishment, Jer. vii. 16, xi. 14, 
xiy. 11; of the duty of the Jews in the captiv- 
ity to intercede for the heathen, Ib. xxix. 
7; of Job, interceding for his friends that they 
might be forgiven, Job xlii.10. These are all 
the cases in which the Concordances, at least, 
give the idiom. bbann is also used with 
by of the person for whom intercession is 
made, Job xlii. 8, and with 9 1 Sam. ii. 25. 

31s. ix. 6 Heb. 7 Eng. 42 Sam. vii. 16. 

5 Is. ix. 5 Heb. 6 Eng. 

6 Hzek. xxxi.11. It occurs once also in the 
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chadnezzar. It occurs absolutely in Hebrew 225 times’; and in every 
place is used of God. It has been observed ?, how, in Hebrew too, it is 
specially used in union with some attribute of God; “God most High,” 
“God Almighty,” “a jealous God,” “the Living God,” ‘“ God compassion- 
ate and gracious,” “God, the great and terrible,” and the like, as, here, 
“Mighty God.” This way of rendering the words in pairs agrees also 
with the immediate context, in which the title of the Saviour, Who was 
to be given, is, in the three other cases*, expressed in pairs of words. 
Decisive, however, is the occurrence of the same phrase in the next chap- 
ter. There, no one could render otherwise than, *-A remnant shall return, 
a remnant shall return, to the Mighty God. No one can doubt that such is 
the natural meaning of the words El Gibbor. Any one acquainted with 
Hebrew, if asked irrelatively of any context, “what is the meaning of the 
words Hl Gibbor?” would answer at once, Mighty God; just as one, 
acquainted with Latin, would answer, that “Deus Omnipotens” means, 
“God Almighty.” There is no more real doubt about the one than about 
the other. Had any Hebrew writer wished to express might only, he ~ 
could have been at no loss to do so, without taking words, belonging to 
God alone. It would then have been simply misleading, to have used 
those words at all, unless the prophet had used them in their simple 
meaning. And this, not in a matter of slight moment, but in one touching 
the centre of the faith. The Jewish people was a witness to the Unity of 
God the Creator. The doctrine of the Trinity enlarges the doctrine of the 
Unity, by revealing fully that, of which indications only were given in the 
Old Testament, the mode of the existence of the One God. The doctrine 
of the Trinity being true, it is in accordance with all God’s other ways of 
teaching the Jews, that He should have gradually prepared men’s minds 
for the full revelation of the doctrine. No one, who believes the doctrine, 
doubts that these passages are to be understood in their plain grammati- 
cal sense. No one, who had not a repugnance to the doctrine contained 
in them, would hesitate for a moment about it. Those who, because 
they disbelieve that doctrine, resort to violent expedients of explaining 
away the obvious sense of the words, have to suppose, that prophets of 
God taught in words which, in their only natural sense, contradicted, ac- 
cording to them, the central doctrine as to the Being of God. 

J. The passage does not stand alone in Isaiah. It is nearly connected 
with that announcement of the Virgin-Birth of Him, of Whom it is 
said, ® she shall call His Name Emmanuel, God with us. 

g. In the prophecy of the rule of Him Who should spring from the 
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house of David when laid even with the ground, the sucker from te 


hewn stump’, Isaiah describes Him as exercising Divine power. 
will hangs the life and breath of His creatures. 
created ; at His word the ungodly perish. 


On His 
By His word they were 
* He shall smite the earth with 


the rod of His mouth, and with the breath of His lips shall He slay the wicked. 
St. Paul describes in words, slightly varied from them, the destruction of 


Anti-Christ. 


3 Then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom the Lord shall con- 


sume with the spirit of His mouth and shall destroy with the brightness of His 


Coming. 


h. Micah, the contemporary of Isaiah, prophesied the birth of the 


1 7] (xi. 1) is the “hewn stump,” according 
to etymology, usage, and tradition. Jy) and 
yr, differing only by the omission of the 
sibilant in 7, survived in Hebrew; Jy} only 
in the verb and in two or three proper names 
in Numbers and the Judges, (pI pm, 
py) Yt) only in the noun. Both occur, as 
verbs, in Arabic, 7), “amputated,” yt), 
specifically of the “ hewing off wood from a 
tree.” (Cast.) In Job xiv. 8, })fj is the “hewn 
stump” which may yet revive and shoot 
forth. “There is hope to the tree, if it be cut 
down, and it shall yet put forth, and its sucker 
shall not fail. Though its root wax old in the 
earth, and its stump (jjfj) die in the 
ground, through the scent of water it shall 
shoot, and bring forth boughs like a plant; ” 
(yd); a tree freshly planted.) In Is. xl. 24, the 
term Dy, must necessarily be a part of the 
tree. For the mighty, (as so often inScripture,) 
is compared, in the different likenesses, to the 
treeitself. “ They are not planted (like a young 
tree,) yea, they are not sown, (like a seedling,) 
yea, their stump shall notshoot forth rootin the 
earth.” They themselves would be the stem, 
and this had just been mentioned. The 
5 yo ) “are planted,” corresponds to the })} 1, 
“like a plant,’ in Job; the opi, “their 
stump,” to the Wi, “its stump.” “It is a fre- 
quent contrast in Scripture, that the mighty 
shall neither prosper, (like the fresh plant,) 
nor recover their fall, (like the sucker from 
the stump.) In the context, the yu Jcpeabul 
corresponds with the 0’ YU which had just 
preceded, Is. x. 33. They are the two forms 
of the root, by which, in Hebrew, the action 
“hewing” and the “thing hewn,” “the 
stump,” are expressed. It is a continuation 
of the metaphor, and the common contrast 
in Scripture, that the mighty shall be brought 
low, the lowly exalted. “Lo, the Lord, the 
Lorp of hosts, loppeth the bough with terror, 
and the high of stature are hewn down (0” yy) 
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and the lofty shall fall—and He shall cut 
down the thickets of the forest with the iron, 
and Lebanon shall fall by a Mighty one; and 
a rod shall shoot forth from the stump of 
Jesse, and a Branch shall shoot forth out of 
his root.” The image of a chance shoot 
from the stem, while yet standing, is also un- 
seemly. Such can but come to nothing, at best 
weakening and disfiguring the tree. From 
the hewn stump, which has vitality, a strong 
tree will shoot forth. As such a sucker, the 
Messiah is spoken of, both here (xi. 10.) and 
in Is. lili. 2. The mention of Jesse, “the 
stump of Jesse,” belongs to the lowest estate 
of his line. The book of Ruth mentions its 
more prosperous condition in the time of 
Boaz. Eliab, Jesse’s son, speaks of “those 
few sheep in the wilderness,” (1 Sam. xvii. 28) 
which yet were his father’s whole flock, (Ib. 
xvi. 19, xvii 15,) and David speaks of him- 
self as “a poor man and lightly esteemed.” 
(Ib. xviii. 23.) Amos had already foretold the 
coming of the Messiah, when the tabernacle 
of David should be fallen (see on Amos ix. 11. 
pp. 223, 4.); and Micah indicated the same, 
when he foretold His birth at Jesse’s little 
village Bethlehem. (See on Micah v. 2.) Aq. 
Symm. Theod. render xopyos, and Kimchi 
says, “The tree which is cut down, and its 
root is left in the earth, is called jy7}.” Is. 
xi. 1. is quoted in connection with the pre- 
ceding x. 34. in the Talmud Jerus. Berachoth 
f. 5.1. (in Mart. Pug. fid. f. 279. Lightfoot Hor. 
Hebr. on S. Matt. ii. 1. Schdéttg. de Mess. p. 
529.) in the Sanhedrin f. 93. 2. (in Schéttg. ad 
loc.) in the Midrash Tillim on Ps. 72, 1. 
(Mart. f. 603.) the Bereshith Rabba on Gen. 
Xxxviil. 18, xlix. 8. (in Schéttg.) Tanchuma 
in Yalkut Shim. i. p. 247. (Ib.) as also in Rashi 
and Abarb. Subsequent verses of ¢c. xi. are 
quoted of the Messiah in the Zohar also, and 
Sanhedrin; xi. 4, is quoted in the Midrash 
Tillim on Ps. ii. 2, Midrash Ruth rabba, 
Pesikta rabb. f. 63, 1, (Sch. ad loc.) Tanchuma, 
(Sch. p. 77.) Zohar chadash. (Ib. 137.) 
21s, xi. 4. 32 Thess. ii 8 
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Ruler at Bethlehem, as Isaiah had foretold His birth in low estate. He 
too contrasts the going forth in time to be the Ruler of Israel with the 
going forth from of old, from the days of eternity’; teaching not a preexist- 
ence only, but an existence before all time, in eternity ’. 

i. Two out of the three prophets after the Captivity contain the same 
doctrine. It is God Almighty Who says, I will powr upon the house of 
Dawid and upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem the spirit of grace and supplica- 
tion, and Who adds, in words following at once, they shall look upon Me 
Whom they have pierced. But to pour out the Spirit, issuing in and pro- 
ducing grace and supplication, is plainly a Divine act, God alone having 
the sovereign power over the heart, alone the power to give the Spirit 
and to work in the heart grace and supplication. When Zechariah pro- 
phesied, the Jews were familiar with that great prophecy in Joel®, in 
which God speaks of the future outpouring of the Spirit, I will pour out 
My Spirit upon all flesh, as the signal act of Divine power and grace. 
Here He foretells that same outpouring of the Spirit, and that, as a fruit 
of it, they should gaze earnestly on Himself Whom they pierced. Then, 
Zechariah prophesied that He, Whom they first pierced and then peni- 
tently gazed on, was God. Unbelief, of course, must have its ways of 
escape. It hasaltered the text; it has ascribed to the Hebrew word dakaru, 
a sense which it nowhere has; it has adopted unnatural constructions. 
Here again, each party concedes all the truth which it can afford. They, 
whose way of escape has been to alter the text, have admitted the genu- 
ine meaning of the Hebrew word; they who have evaded the truth by 
means of a non-natural rendering of one Hebrew word, admitted, as a 
matter of course, the genuine meaning of the other, or the correctness of 
the text. A full consent of all the Versions and the oldest MSS attests 
the correctness of the text; an uniform use of the Hebrew words 
throughout Holy Scripture attests, that their meaning, here, is that in 
which St. John quotes them, declaring the actual piercing of the Christ *. 

k. As Zechariah then in this place, spoke of Him Who was wounded, 
.as God, so, in another, alleged by our Lord of Himself, God speaks of the 
Shepherd Who was slain, as equal with Himself. ® Awake, O sword, 
against My Shepherd, and against the Man that is My Fellow, said the Lord 
-of Hosts. The word rendered, My Fellow, (it has been observed ®,) was re- 
vived by Zechariah from the language of the Pentateuch. It was used 11 
times in Leviticus, and then was disused. There is no doubt, then, that 
the word, being revived out of Leviticus, is to be understood as in Leviti- 
cus. But in Leviticus it is used strictly of a fellowman, one who is as 
himself. The places are, ’Jf a soul sin, and commit a trespass against the 
Lord and lie unto his neighbor in a deposit &c. or have oppressed his neigh- 
‘bor. ® With the wife of thy neighbor thow shalt not lie carnaily. ° Ye shall 


ly. 1 Heb. 2 Eng. 5 Zech. xiii. 7. 

2See further on Mie. v. 2. 6 Hengst. Christ. iii. 529, 30. ed. 2, 
3See on Joel ii. 28, pp. 193-7. 7 Ley. y. 21 Heb. vi. 2 Eng. 

4See Pusey’s University Sermons. Serm. 8 Ib. xviii. 20. 


vi. on Zech. xii. 10, pp. 134-144, 9Tb. xix. 11. 
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not steal, nor deal falsely, nor le (lit.) a man against his neighbor. 1 Ye 
shall do no unrighteousness in judgment: thou shalt not respect the person 
of the poor, nor honor the person of the mighty; but in righteousness thou 
shalt judge thy neighbor. ? Thou shalt not hate thy brother in thine heart ; 
thow shalt in any wise rebuke thy neighbor, and not suffer sin wpon him. 
STf a man cause a blemish in his neighbor, as he hath done, so shall it be 
done to him. *If ye shall sell ought to thy neighbor or buy from the hand 
of thy neighbor, oppress not (lit.) a man his brother; According to the 
number of the years after the jubilee, thow shalt buy of thy neighbor. * Ye 
shall not oppress (lit.) a man his neighbor. 

In all the cases, the ground of the injunction is, that the duty com- 
manded, or the offence prohibited or punished, relates to a fellow man. 
They are applications of the great law, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thy 
self. “What, as a man, thou wouldest not have done to thee, do thou 
not.” It is the law of our common humanity. The name designates, 
not one joined by friendship or covenant, or by any voluntary act, but 
one, united indissolubly by common bands of nature, which a man may 
violate, but cannot annihilate; which, when they are violated, turn to his 
condemnation, and God is offended, the common Father of His creatures. 
“6 When then this title is employed of the relation of an individual to 
God, it is clear that that individual can be no mere man, but must be 
one, united with God by an unity of Being. The Fellow of the Lord is no 
other than He Who said in the Gospel, 7J and My Father are One, and 
Who is designated as, *the Only Begotten Son, Who lay in the Bosom of 
the Father. The word, it seems, was especially chosen, as being used, ‘in 
the Pentateuch, only in the laws against injuring a fellow man. The 
prophet thereby gives prominence to the seeming contradiction between 
the command of the Lord, Awake, O sword, against My Shepherd, and 
those of His own law, whereby no one is to injure his fellow. He thus 
points out the greatness of that end, for the sake of which the Lord 
regards not that relation, whose image among men He commanded to be 
kept holy. To speak after the manner of men, He draws attention to 
the greatness of the sacrifice, whereby ® He spared not His own Son, but 
freely gave Him up for us all. The word Man forms a sort of contrast with 
My Fellow. He, Whom the sword is to reach, must unite the Human 
Nature with the Divine.” 

l. On yet a third place in Zechariah” I will only say here, that it is 
Almighty God Who says, I will feed the flock, Who with authority deposes 
the three shepherds who abused their office; it is He Who said, give Me 
My price, and, when the thirty pieces were given, spoke of it as the price 
at which He Himself was valued. The Lord said unto me, Cast it unto the 
potter, the goodly price that I was priced at. 


1 Ley. xix. 16. 78. John x. 30. ®Ib.i.18. 9 Rom. viii. 32. 
2Tb. 17, where roy refers to JV DY, as 10 Zech. xi. More fully, I hope in my Comm. 


being masc. in meaning, though fem. in form. See Hengst. Christol. iii. 410 sqq. Dr. McCaul 
3 Ib. xxiv. 19. * 4Ib, xxv. 14, 15. Qbss. appended to his translation of Kimchi 


5Ley. xxv.17. 6 Hengst. Christ. iii. 530. on Zech. pp. 132, sqq. 
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m. Malachi, lastly, gives to the Christ the Name, the Lord, which 
belongs to God only. The ungodly Jews longed for an interference of 
God in their behalf. Where, they said, is the God of judgment? Behold’, 
is the well-known answer, I will send My messenger, and he shall prepare the 
way before Me, and the Lord, Whom ye scek, shall suddenly come to His 
tenyple, even the Messenger of the covenant, Whom ye delight in; where the 
coming of God to His own temple and that of the Messenger of the cov- 
enant, ?the Mediator of the new covenant, is one and the same. Our Lord 
Himself marks the identity, when He says of St. John Baptist; * This is 
he of whom it is written, Behold, I send My messenger before Thy face, which 
shall prepare Thy way before Thee. 

Daniel, does, certainly, foretell of the Christ, that He should be Man 
and yet more than man. One like a son of man. He speaks of Him, not 
as before His Birth, nor in His days on earth, but, as He is now, since 
His Ascension, at the Right Hand of God. He speaks of Him, not as 
“to come,” but as already come‘, His life on earth past; (for on earth 
only could He have become a Son of man;) His days of humility ended; 
not coming from Heaven, but ascended to Heaven, and receiving all 
power in heaven and earth, which, He said on earth, was given to Him 
on His Resurrection. We see, in act, what was said in words in David’s 
Psalm, which Jesus quoted as written of Himself, *The Lord said unto my 
Lord, Sit Thou en My Right Hand until I make Thine enemies Thy footstool. 
We sce that everlasting dominion given to Him, which has now been 
acknowledged for above 1800 years; we behold Him, receiving the begin- 
nings of that homage, which has been rendered to Him ever since, and 
shall be rendered to Him for ever, that * all peoples, nations, and languages 
should serve Him. But this prophecy of Daniel, although clear in itself, 
and understood both by the Jewish? and the Christian Church, is not, in 
the least, clearer than those other prophecies. It is arbitrary to select 
the one passage of Daniel, as clearly containing the doctrine of the super- 
human Being of the Messiah; then, on the a priori ground that prophets 
and Psalmists could not have meant it, to reject that meaning in other 
places, where it is not a whit less clearly stated; and, finally, to raise an 


1Mal. iii. 1. “The Lord whom ye seek.” 
“This is king Messiah, and He is also the 
Angel of the covenant.” Kimchi. 

2 Heb. ix. 15. 

38. Matt. xi. 10, S. Luke vii. 27. 4 vii. 13. 

5 Ps, ex. See ab. pp. 387-91. 6 vii. 14. 

7™There is a remarkable agreement of dif- 
ferent Jewish Schools, that the Son of Man, 
Dan. vii. 13, is the Messiah, much as they 
shrink from the prophecy of the 70 weeks. 
“This is king Messiah.” Zohar (Parasha Tole- 
doth col. 338. Sultzb. in Hisenm. Entd. Jud. 
ii, 756.) Rashi. “This is Messiah our right- 
eousness,” Saadia, (comparing with it Ps. ex. 
1.) “who shall come into the Presence of 
God,” Ibn Yech. adds. Hisenm. quotes even 


Aben Ezra, as saying TY WDM NIN, though 
in the present copies he explains it of the 
Jewish people. Martini Pug. Fid. P. ii. i. 13. 
f. 352,.quotes from him; “R. Yeshuah said 
that this, (Who was) ‘like the Son of Man,’ is 
the Messiah, and the saying is right.” gion) 
37) Add the Tseror Hammor (Mart. p. 214.) 
the Midrash Tillim, on Ps. ii. 2. comparing 
Ps. ex. (Mart. f. 423.) “R. Berachiah in the 
name of R. Samuel,” in Midrash Tillim on 
Ps. xxi. 7. (Mart. f. 504, 517.) See also Bere- 
shith R. on Gen. xxviii. 10. (ab. p. 86.) Tan- 
chuma (ib.) Sanhedrin, Chelek (ib.) Beresh. R. 
on Gen. xlix. 11. (Mart. f. 656.) Bammidbar R. 
sect. 13. f. 200, 1. (in Schéttg. de Mess. 2 iv. p. 
63.) 
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argument upon the assumed omission of the doctrine in the other Pro- 
phets and Psalmists and its mention by Daniel?, that the book of Daniel 
must be considerably later than they, because he believed what, in the 
literal meaning of their words, they believed also. The grammatical 
meaning of the words is as plain in the other Prophets and in the Psalms 
as in Daniel. The argument also tacitly assumes, not only the absence of 
any true revelation under the Old Testament, but the mere humanity of 
our Lord. For, our Lord being God, then, according to their own witness, 
the author of the book of Daniel truly prophesied (to say the least) His 
superhuman Nature. They also assume, either the non-credibility of 
the Gospels, or (God forgive it) error in our Lord Himself, since He 
quoted that description of His Divinity and Power over all, as fulfilled 
in Himself. The wound is aimed at Daniel, through the Redeemer’s 
Side. 

iu. The statement as to “? the definite succession of judgment, resurrec- 
tion, appearing of the Messiah,” is ambiguous. If it were meant, that 
the second Coming of Christ was to follow upon the judgment upon 
Anti-Christ, and that then would be the general resurrection, this would 
be the same as St. Paul also taught’, and would be true. But then it 
could be no argument against the genuineness of the book of Daniel, ex- 
cept on the assumption of the falsehood of both. Lengerke, like the 
Jews, confounded the second Coming with the first, himself disbelieving 
both. “*We must naturally think, in conformity with the parallel 
places®, that, at this time, the reign of the Messiah was to burst in. But 
the author conceives, as connected with this, the Judgment as well as the. 
Resurrection, as in Isaiah*.” Now, first, if these events do stand so con- 
nected in Isaiah, and no critic dreams of placing the chapter of Isaiah 
later than the close of the Captivity, how is their being so connected in 
Daniel to be a proof that the book is later than the times of Daniel? 
But, secondly, the statement is not true. The great “last things,” are 
predicted in Daniel, independently of time. In c. xii. after the predic- 
tion of the last troubles of Anti-Christ, the Resurrection is foretold; but 
the Judgment and the Second Coming of our Lord are not spoken of 
there. In ¢. vii. the presence of our Lord in heaven, as the Son of Man, 
is predicted, but not His actual Coming to judge, although the judgment 
on Anti-Christ is thrice spoken of’. The fact, if true, would be irrelevant, 
except on the assumption of the falsehood of the statements in St. Paul ; 
since what, being true, could be known to St. Paul by revelation only, 
might equally have been made known to Daniel. 

iii. But, apart from the order of these events, we are told that “*in 
Daniel’s time they did not yet think of the Resurrection ;” and, in order 
to account for the reception of the doctrine of the Resurrection from the 


1Here he is presented in a higher aspect 4p. 564, the place referred to in proof of the 
than in any of the prophets; a heavenly being _ assertion, p. Ixix. 5“ vii, 14. comp. 11, and 
or messenger.” Day. iii. 177. ix. 24.” 6 “xxvi. 19. comp. 1-4, 9.” 


2 Leng. p. Ixix. 32 Thess. ii. 2-8. T vii. 11, 22,26. 8 Berth. Einl. iv. p. 1540. 
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Parsees, it is assumed that “1it was first received by the Jews who re- 
mained behind in the Captivity and who lived in an atmosphere alto- 
gether filled with this doctrine, and at last passed from the Eastern Jews 
to the Jews, as Jewish.” ‘The truth is nearly the reverse, that the doctrine 
of the Resurrection, i. e. of the body, as distinct from a continued exist- 
ence of the soul after the death of the body, was not known to the Zoro- 
astrians until after the Christian era, and was borrowed by them, 
together with much beside, from the Christians. 

Man’s creation for immortality was, according to Holy Scripture, con- 
tained in the history of his creation. Adam knew it. His creation in the 
image of God, after His likeness”, in itself involved his immortality. All 
created good is some reflex of its archetype in the Infinity of its Maker’s 
mind. Man alone, of all created things in this our world, was formed in 
the image and likeness of Himself. He bore in himself that, for which, 
when it had been defaced by the fall, he has been reborn in Christ, *the 
image of the heavenly. But in that he was created in the image of God, he 
must needs have in himself created gifts, corresponding to the all-perfect 
attributes of God. Man had then, as endowments wherewith he was 
created, reason, intelligence, imagination, beauty of soul, justice, good- 
ness, righteousness, love, immortality, as a sort of created reflection of the 
infinite Wisdom, Beauty, Goodness, Justice, Righteousness, Eternity of 
Eternal Love, which is God. Everything else may in the end be lost; 
every gift of grace, even the capacity of grace, may in the end be oblit- 
erated; everything good, wherewith he was endowed, may be forfeited 
for ever, in the endless separation from God in hell. Immortality alone 
must remain; and man is conscious of his immortality, because immor- 
tality is of the essence of his being. Thence doubtless is that almost in- 
extinguishable belief of his own immortality, however perverted the 
forms of that belief may have often become. ; 

And when he fell, and the image of God was defaced in him and His 
likeness was obscured, the sentence pronounced upon him at once implied, 
that death was not his original portion, and that God willed to restore 
him to life. In that sentence, *wntil thou return unto the ground, for out of 
ut wast thou taken; for dust thou art, and unto dust shalt thou return, it lay, 
that even his body was not originally formed to be dissolved. For the 
death of the body would not have been pronounced as the sentence on 
his sin, had it been God’s purpose for him if he had not sinned. The truth 
of the Apostle’s words, °by one man sin entered into the world and death by 


1 Herzf. Gesch. Isr. ti. 309. Earlier ration- against Daniel, of course, falls through, since, 
alism asserted that the Jews borrowed the _ if the Jews knew the doctrine in the captivity, 
doctrine of the resurrection from Parsism its mention in Daniel can be no argument, 
during the captivity, so e.g. Ges. on Is. xxvi. _ that he did not write during the captivity. 


19. p. 805. Davidson follows these; on Eze- 2 Gen. i. 26, 27. 31 Cor. xv, 49. 
kiel iii, 150. How the Jews in Northern 4 Gen. iii. 19. 
Assyria in the time of Ezekiel should have 5 Rom. vy. 12. St. Paul is speaking only of 


come in contact with Parsism, or the Jewsin the death of man, as the fruit of sin, asis plain 
Babylonia until the very end of the captivity, from the addition, “and so death passed upon 
these writers do not expiain. The argument all men &c.” The objection then of some 
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sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned, lay in the 
sentence of God upon Adam. And s0, again, that first Gospel, the 
promise of the Seed of the woman? who should bruise the serpent’s head, in 
itself implied man’s immortality. For the victory over the serpent would 
not have been complete, unless man had been restored to what he was 
before. It would have been nothing to him, had he not been immortal. 
What of Adam was earthy returned to the earth, and no redemption was 
wrought, no victory was won. Then, since God’s word is true, its 
accomplishment lay beyond, and Adam, for whom it was to be wrought, 
still lived, though unseen. 

This belief was expressed by the Patriarchs, as St. Paul develops their 
meaning’, when they said that they were strangers and pilgrims on the 
earth. The saying was applied in the law, that each generation had but a 
life-hold property in the promised land. * The land is Mine; for ye are 
strangers and sojourners with Me. 'The much-containing phrase, “sojourn-: 
ers with God,” itself lived on. David took up the word‘. It still 
expresses our Christian hopes; we use his words in parting for awhile 
from those whom we love. For they, who are sojourners with God here, 
undoubtedly abide with Him for ever. The term in itself expresses, that 
they who used it docked for a better country, their everlasting home with 
Him, with Whom they now were sojourners. So David, in the same 
Psalm, confessing man’s frail condition at his best estate here, owned 
forthwith, where his own longing expectation lay. * And now, what look I 
for, O Lord? My longing expectation is to Thee. 

The doctrine of life after death lay, for thoughtful minds, in the con- 
tinued relation of God to the Patriarchs, expressed in the title, °I am the 
God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of 
Jacob, by which God revealed Himself anew to Israel in Egypt. For our 
Lord would not have blamed the Sadducees so severely, ‘ye therefore do 
greatly err, unless, through their own fault, they had remained ignorant 
of what they might have known. God, our Saviour adds, in explanation 
of its meaning, 7s not the God of the dead, but of the living. He said not, I 
have been, but “I am the God of Abraham®” &c. God, (it lay in the 
words,) took no transient care of those who were His; He, the Unchange- 
able, could not be named from His relation to something so fleeting as 
man’s visible existence here; He, the All-Good, did not enter into a 
relation to His creature, only, of His own accord, Himself unforsaken, to 
end it; He, the self-communicating, the Fountain of life, did not leave 


geologists, that death was antecedent to the 
existence of man, is plainly, in any case, ir- 
relevant. Not but that, since angels fell be- 
fore the creation of man, death may have first 
existed, and that, even on this our earth, in 
eonsequence of sin. Only it is not contained 
in the Apostie’s statement, which relates to 
man only. 

1Gen. iii. 15. 

2 Heb. xi. 13 from Gen. xxiii. 4, xlvii. 9. 


3 Lev. xxv. 23. 

41 Chron. xxix. 15, Ps. xxxix. 12. 

5 Ps, XXxix. 7. 

6 Ex. iii. 6, 15, 16,iv.5. 7S. Mark xii. 27. 

8 St. Mark follows the original in omitting 
the am, but the present relation is expressed 
by the force of the terms, “I the God of Abra- 
ham.” The simple copula is not, and cannot 
be expressed in Hebrew; but the past or fu- 
ture would have been expressed. 
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without some portion of His life, those with whom He deigned to stand 
in so close communion; they, who lived to Him, lived in Him and by 
Him, and they who lived by Him, could not wholly die: so then Abra- 
ham, the real Abraham, could not be simply that form of earth which 
was to return to the earth, although that also was a part of Abraham, 
and therefore in the fact of the life of Abraham was involved not only a 
continuance of life after death, but a resurrection from the dead. God 
would not be called the God of the fishes of the sea or of the fowls of the 
air, or of any of His irrational creation, although they were all the work 
of His hands and He preserves them all, nor the God of the wicked, 
although He was yet merciful to them, since one day they would cease to 
have any portion of Him and had now withdrawn themselves from Him; 
but only of His saints and of the Holy hosts of heaven. His interest in 
those whom He loves continued still after they were gathered to their 
fathers, and was continued on to their chiidren; yet He took not an 
interest in that which was not. All this, and far more, lay in those deep, 
simple, words, “I am the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, the God of 
‘Jacob.” 

The belief in reunion after death lies also in the varied expressions of 
the association of the soul by death with those who had gone before. It 
was said first, in the form of a promise, 'thow shalt go to thy fathers in peace. 
Of Abraham, Ishmael, Isaac, Jacob, it is said, he 2?was gathered unto his 
people, words which do not intend a reunion of the bodies in a common 
burial-place; for Abraham was not buried with his fathers, nor was 
Ishmael*; and Jacob speaks of it as something distinct from his burial, 
*T am gathered unto my people; bury me with my fathers. It means also 
more than a common lot of death. It speaks of the “I,” and of a con- 
gregation, into which each “I” should be received, the assembly of those, 
who had been parted with out of sight for a time, but with whom, through 
death, he should be joined. David’s comfort of himself, as to his child, 
5 I shall go to him, implies the same belief of personal reunion. The later 
language, he ® slept with his fathers, contained the same truth. 

The impression made by the history of Enoch, that God took him’ is 
marked by the repetition of the word as to the ascension of Elijah’. The 
same word expressed the faith of the Psalmists, the sons of Korah and 
Asaph, and the faith, so expressed, entered thenceforth into the public 
worship. From the time of David, Israel drank in that faith in their 
devotions. “*The rule of prayer was the rule of faith.” They confessed 
it, as we do, in their prayers to God, and what we confess with our lips 
God works into our heart, by the gifts of faith and of certain knowledge. 

The subject of the 49th Psalm is the different lot of the brutish who live 


1Gen. xv. 15. 7Gen. y. 24. IN’ npr. 

2 Tb. xxv. 8,17, xxxv. 29, xlix. 33. . a tae 

eb. xite 3, 2 Kgs. ii. 3, 5, np, add 9, a 
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for this world, as if it were their everlasting dwelling-place, and that of 
those whose portion is God. As to both, the Psalmist sees beyond the 
grave; the worldling living, in his thoughts, by a sort of posthumous 
immortality’, but in vain. * No brother can indeed redeem a man, or make 
agreement unto God for him. They are *laid together in the stall of the 
grave, with death for their shepherd. But what man could not do for him- 
self, God would. God will redeem my soul from the hand of the grave; for 
He will receive me*. The grave had a claim upon him; God would 
“redeem” him. He seems to hint at mysteries which he does not speak. 
We know how God willed to redeem from the power of the grave; but the 
result he expresses; “for He will receive me,” i. e. to Himself. So far 
the two classes are separated; the worldlings will be with Death for their 
shepherd, the godly will be with God. But the Psalmist seems also to 
speak of a meeting of the righteous and the wicked after this first sever- 
ance, a Morning yet to come after the night of death, the great Resurrec- 
tion-morning, “the Morning” which has no evening; when there shall be 
the great public reversal of men’s judgments; the righteous shall have 
dominion over them. Then, they, not the wicked, should have the pre- 
eminence. ‘ 

Yet more marked is the 73d Psalm, because the prosperity of the ungodly 
had taken more hold of the Psalmist®, and because it was in the Sanctuary 
of God® that he found his answer. The end of the ungodly is evil, sud- 
den destruction’; and that end, like that of Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, 
coming upon an evil life, is the earnest of an evil hereafter. If this life 
were all, it were all one, how it ended. The Psalmist saw, beyond, the 
contempt to which they should awaken. *®As a dream when one awaketh, 
O Lord; in the Awakening® Thou shalt despise their image, their vain unsub- 
stantial being, since it was void of God; a vain show, “full of sound and 
fury, signifying nothing.” What God despises must be full of contempt ; 
and so Asaph forestalls Daniel’s words, some shall rise to shame and ever- 
lasting contempt. On the other hand, he sums up the past, present, future 
of the godly. Iam continually with Thee ; Thou hast holden me by my right 
hand, Thow shalt guide me by Thy counsel, and, after, receive me™ into glory. 


5 Ps. Ixxiii. 2-4. 6 Tb. 17. 
7 Ib. 18, 19. 8 Ib. 20. 


1Ps, xlix. 11. 
21b. 7 8. UA TID? MID NOM. The 


TIN is placed emphatically at the beginning. 
The idiom is wholly different from the com- 
mon, }"F8 WN, “a man, his brother,” i.e. one 
another. “The construction here brings out 
the relation of the T}&, “a brother,” i.e. “one, 
who is merely a brother, cannot pay that 
great ransom,” (the force ot the emphatic 
73D? 1159) for a man, and give to God his 
redemption.” When then it follows, “God 
shall redeem my soul,” (the same word 77719") 
it follows, that it is altogether a different kind 
of redemption. 3 Ib, 14. 
4 Again *IP? Ib. 16. (Heb. 15 Eng.) 


953 for \}/3 on the same principle 
as the ordinary future is formed Top? for 
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YUSDa. In the Inf. Hif. the contraction is 
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Inv5I3 Jer. xxvii. 20; in Nif. Yovidg Pr. 
xxiv. 17. Q)3 Lam. ii. 11. See Ges. Lehrg. 
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The after, when God’s guidance is past, can be no other than the great 
hereafter: the word receive me, is the appropriated term for our, “take 
unto Himself.” But the ground of this assurance lies deeper than the 
assurance itself. And so it sheds its light over much of Holy Scripture 
beside. Its ground is that same ground which our Lord pointed out in 
the title, “God of Abraham.” God was the Psalmist’s own God, and so He 
could not fail him. All which God had been to him, all which He was, 
He must be for ever. For He is unchangeable. It is an inner revelation, 
such as Heathenism could not know, because it could not know of union 
with God, that God could make Himself belong to the soul, as He had 
made the soul Hisown. Whom have I in heaven? None had he, save God. 
But then God, in all that wide heaven, was his. And with Thee, together 
with Thee, and so, having Thee, I have no delight on earth. In God he had 
all, and so he desired nought beside. But then He who was so his, must 
be his for ever. My flesh and my heart faileth, i. e. though flesh and heart 
be consumed, nay, he speaks of them as consumed already, God is the 
strength of my heart and my portion for ever. For ever! Not then for this 
little span of life only. Union with God is a pledge of immortality. But 
then every child of Israel, who had learnt the truth of that Psalm, !O 
God, Thow art my God, had in him the assurance of a deathless unbroken 
unitedness with God. 

The like contrast of the future of those who choose this worid, and that 
of those who choose God, for their portion, occurs in a Psalm of David, 
with the same reference to the Awakening, but in the calm self-possession 
of one who ’ knows in Whom he has believed, a Christian before Christ came. 
He grants that the worldly had their whole heart’s desire. They were 
men of (lit. from) the world*; they belonged to it, and it to them; their 
portion was in this life; God’s choicest temporal treasures, His hidden 
store*, were theirs; He filled’ their belly with them; they were sated with 
children, and had a sort of posthumous existence in them, and a survival 
of their wealth, continued, at their will, to their descendants. In contrast 
to these, whose portion was in this life and in God’s earthly gifts, David 
says, where his was. As for me, I shall behold Thy face in righteousness ; I 
shall be satisfied, in the Awakening, with Thy likeness. Satisfying is opposed 
to satisfying®; end to end, all to all. The portion of the worldly had been 
pursued to the utmost verge of this life, yea, and to all of this world, 
which they could in their imagination grasp, after their unwilling depart- 
ure from it. And then there stands, in opposition to it, the short sum- 
mary of David’s whole portion; J shall behold Thy face; I shall be satisfied 
with Thy likeness. David had, before, spoken of that beatific Vision, in 
contrast with the destruction of the wicked. The upright shall behold His 


1 Ps, Ixiii. 1. 22 Tim. i. 12. “stored up for,” Ps. xxxi. 20, (19 Eng.) Prov. 
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Face’. Here, alone, it is repeated, I shall behold Thy Face. This is exactly 
what God had said to Moses, that man could not see in the flesh and 
live. God revealed Himself to Moses more nearly than to others’. Yet 
God did not, for him, suspend the law of our mortality, that we cannot, 
in the flesh, behold God and live. David, in both places, says that it shall 
be hereafter, in the consummation of the righteous, as opposed to the 
consummation of the ungodly. Here, he says further, in the Awakening. 
It is the special term, used of the awakening from death, either for a 
time‘ or for ever®. And in that sight will be satisfying fullness. It is the 
beatific Vision. J shall be satisfied, in the Awakening, with Thy Likeness, or 
Form®. 'The worldly had their fullness in children; he should have his, 
in the Form of God. + 

The whole context, each expression, and the harmony with other Scrip- 
ture, require it to be interpreted of the world to come. And then not of 
future life only, but of resurrection’, and, since of the resurrection, then 
of the body. ; 

Continued life and resurrection are incompatibles in the same subject. 
The soul lives on, sleeps not, continues its unbroken existence; resurrec- 
tion, awakening, belong to that which was dead, asleep, the dust which 
had returned to the dust. 

The 16th Psalm speaks yet more distinctly of the body, since it is a 
prophecy of the resurrection of the undecayed Body of Jesus. © It 
expresses a certain future, which, every child of Adam knew, could not 
be directly fulfilled in himself. He, of whom he speaks, was to see the 
grave, but He was not to abide in it; 


“Therefore My heart was glad, and My glory rejoiced, 
My flesh also shall rest securely ;” 


and the ground of this unanxious rest of the body is; 


“ For Thou wilt not leave My soul to Hell; 
Neither wilt Thou suffer Thy Holy One to see corruption.” 


The force of the words is strengthened by their bearing on each other. 
To “leave the soul to Hell,” is, in Hebrew as with us, to abandon it to its 
power’. The ground, why the flesh, as distinct from the soul, should 
“yest securely,” is this, “for it shall not be left to hell.” It should rest 


1Ps. xi. 7. The two places illustrate one 
another. On the other side, “the face of the 
Lord” is said to be “upon,” i.e. turned in 
displeasure “ upon evil doers,” (Ps. xxxiv. 16,) 
yet, not “the countenance” but “the eyes” 
are said to “behold.” The renderings then, 
“His countenance doth behold the upright,” 
or “the thing which is right,” are unidiomatic. 

2 Ex, xxxiii. 20, 23. 3 Num, xii. 8. 

42 Kgs. iv. 31, Jer. li. 39, 57. 

5 Job xiv. 12, Is. xxvi, 19, Dan. xii. 2. 

67)35A corresponds to eidos, S. John y. 


37. or nop, Phil. ii. 6. 


™This is owned by R. Nehemiah in the 
Bereshith Rabba on Gen. iii. 23, (Mart. Pug. 
fid. f. 457) and by R. Rachmon in Rashi, 
and Rashi himself, (quoted. ib. f. 682.) The 
quotation from Rachmon rests on Martini’s 
MSS. 

8as in Job xxxix. 14; with 5x, Ib. 11; Nif. 
with nn Is. xviii. 6; or, in the other sense of 
our “leave to,” i.e., “ bequeath to,” Ps. xlix. 
11; or “leave for,” Ley. xix. 10, xxiii. 22. Mal. 
iii. 19. [iv. 1 Eng.] In each case it is an “ aban- 
donment to.” 
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securely ; for it was to be there but for a little while. And thereon fol- 
lows eternal life, to which death is the entrance-hall ; 
Thou shalt make me know the path of life ; 
In Thy Presence is satisfying fullness of joy, 
At Thy Right Hand are pleasures for evermore. 


Even apart from the distinct words, “Thou shalt not suffer Thy Holy 
One! to see corruption 2,” the whole connection would be destroyed, if the 
verse were understood of a mere temporary deliverance from death. 
Everlasting life does not follow upon the mere delay of death, but the 
freedom from death and corruption, in which the Psalmist rejoices, is an 
entrance to the fullness of joy in the everlasting vision of God. 

What was fulfilled in‘Christ redounds to us, for, for our sake, it was ful- 
filled in Him. The Psalm relates to the Psalmist and to us, reflected 


/ 


1De Rossi counts 158 MSS. of Kennicott 
and 183 collated by himself, in all 271 MSS., 
which read yron “Thy holy One;” and 40 
editions, some of the 15th, most of the 16th 
eent. All the old versions render so. He 
quoted also Talmud Bab., Midras Tehillim, 
Yalkut Simeoni, and, of later Jews, “ Kimchi, 
Arama, Aben Sohev, Aben Yachia, Joseph 
Chivén, Alshech and others in their pub- 
lished Comm. and R. Immanuel in his MS. 
Comm.” The MSS., both Kenn. and De 
Rossi affirm to be the best, although De 
Rossi states, that there are “even ancient 
Spanish MSS., one of Toledo A. 1277 and one 
A. 1413 Hillel, and a neap. Psalter A. 1490 
which have pron,” (Scholl. Critt. p. 99.) 
Even when the plur. yrON was brought 
into the printed editions, it was with the 
punctuation of the singular and the note, 
xp, “Yod is superfluous;” so that it 
should be read Tron, “Thy holy one.” In 
the MS. of the Arab, version of Saadiah (Poc. 
281, see my A. E. to Nicoll’s Cat. pp. 559, 60) 
the old Hebrew text has yon, the » being 
squeezed in, in a different and later ink. 
Saadiah renders inconsistently, “ holy ones,” 
(plur.) but “ see” (sing.) js ypusa pbon ey) 
JNO NTI. In Hunt 416, (see ib.) 
where this and other missing Psalms have 
been supplied ina different hand, the sing. 
occurs, yn “thy friend.” The whole con- 
text is of the sing. The plural is owing to 
Jewish anti-Christian controversy. “Very 
few MSS.,” De Rossi says, “have the points 
of the plural.” 

2 NW (dcahPopa LXX. Acts) is most natur- 
ally rendered corruption in Job xvii. 14, 
(where it stands parallel with 79%, “the 
worm,”) and in Ps. ly. 24, WNW ss “to 
the pit of corruption” or “destruction.” 
Also in Ps, xlix. 10, ciii. 4, Jon. ii. 7, it is pro- 


bably “destruction.” Hengstenberg’s at- 
tempt to maintain that S. Paul too may have 
taken nnw in the meaning “pit,” will not 
stand comparison with the text. (Acts xiii. 
35-7.) No one could have argued so briefly ; 
“He saith, Thou shalt not suffer Thy Holy 
One to see the pit—For David—fell on sleep 
and was laid unto his fathers, and saw the pit. 
But He Whom God raised again saw not the 
pit,’ whereas, if the pit meant the grave, 
Jesus, as well as Dayid, did see the pit, and 
the Burial of Jesus as well as His Resurrec- 
tion is part of our faith, “He was crucified, 
dead and buried.” Hengst. tries to save him- 
self from contradicting the Apostles by sup- 
posing that they used the original word in 
the sense, “pit,” and that St. Luke substi- 
tuted the LXX word “corruption,” although 
wrong. This would anyhow have involved 
an unfaithful rendering of St. Paul’s own 
words. (v. 34, 36, 37.) But Hengst. says; “Jn 
the sense, in which David did, Christ saw not 
the grave, saw it not in the sense of the 
Psalmist.” Had this been St. Paul's mean- 
ing, the supposed meaning of “see” rust 
have been drawn out; whereas, not in any 
given sense, but altogether, St. Paul denies 
that of Jesus, which he affirms of David. 
This is one of the unhappy compromises in 
the later theories of one, who has done so 
much good service to the truth, which has 
drawn down on.him the praise of Dr. Wil- 
liams, “even the conservatism of Hengst. is 
free and rational, compared to” &. Essays 
p. 67. The belief of the later Jews, on the 
ground of this Psalm, that David’s body did 
not decay, (see e. g. R. Isaac in Midr. Tehil- 
lim ap. Mart. P. F. f. 681,) is a strong proof of 
their interpretation. Perhaps St. Peter al- 
luded to it, and corrected it, “Let me freely 
speak unto you of the Patriarch David, that he 
is both dead and buried,” &c. Acts ii. 29. 
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back from Christ. What was accomplished perfectly in Him the Head, 
overflows to us the members; His resurrection was the source and the 
pledge of ours. So we believe, that God will not abandon our souls to 
hell. But David knew and impressed the more the belief in the resurrec- 
tion, in that he set Him before his people, over Whom death had no 
power, and joyed in His joy, which He has made ours. 

Beside these passages in the Psalms, which directly express in words 
the belief in the life to come or the resurrection, there is also much 
language which implies it. Look at the doings or gifts of God which, the 
early Psalms say, will be “ for ever.” 1Your heart shall live’ for ever ; 
* Thou settest me before Thy face for ever ; * Thou gavest him length of days, for 
ever and ever. * Thou hast set him a blessing for ever. Or reciprocally; §I 
trust in the tender mercy of God for ever and ever ; I will praise Thee for ever ; 
§T will give thanks unto Thee for ever ; or again, ‘the fear of the Lord endureth 
for ever. An immortality of praise implies an immortality of being; the 
endless abiding of the reverence of God involves, that they too who so 
revere Him shall abide alway. Again, * In Thee is the fountain of life; and 
in Thy light shall we see light. What can it mean, but that, when we shall 
be plunged into that Ocean of Light which God is, all darkness shall 
cease; then, admitted to Himself, the Fountain of life, we shall see in 
Him, what on earth we never saw, the true eternal Light? What is this, 
but the vision of God? Or when a son of Korah says, *this God is our God 
for ever and ever, He Himself” will be our guide over death, what is death, 
but a mere point in our everlasting relation to Him, over which He 
Himself, like a tender Shepherd", leads us? Or when, in the sight of 
the fruitlessness of all worldly pursuits and aims, he asks God to teach 
him his end”, what comfort was there to know his end, unless he saw 
therein what was beyond that end, even Him, of Whom in that same 
Psalm he says, my longing is for Thee®? Davyid’s words express our 
Christian hopes. We, whose hopes they express, cannot think that they 
meant less to David, whose hope they first fed. 

David knew also of a judgment of the world. But since the inhabit- 
ants of this world are ever in one flux, some going, others replacing 
them, judgment of the world implied a resurrection of the world, the great 
meeting of all before the judgment-seat of God. 

David knew too of the second death, of a “Sheol,” into which the 


\ 


1Ps, xxii. 26. 2Tb. xli. 12. death were a break in that His relation to us. 
8b. xxi. 4 4Tb. 6. 5 Ib. lii. 8, 9. The most literal rendering is the truest. It 
6Ib, xxx. 12. is not up to (Ty),) but over Oy). So also in y. 


TIb. xix.9. Add Ixi.5. o71p, the “ages 
all along” of the Veni Creator. 

8 Ib. xxxvi. 9. 

9Ps. xviii. 14. 10 N97. 

This is the simple meaning of wa) 
Fat te) by. Death cannot be the end of the 
guidance of a shepherd, (j7}) Gen. xxxi. 18, 
Ex. iii. 1, Ps. xxx. 2, Is. xi. 6, Lxiii. 14,) nor 
would God be owr God for ever and ever, if 


11, the praise of God is not spoken of as 
reaching to the ends of the earth, exclusively 
of them, but overpassing them. So the Syr. 
renders “ over death,” and, in the same sense, 
Lxx. and St. Jer. “forever;” as though it 
were an irregular plural, nin dy. 

2 Tb. xxxix. 4. 

13 See ab. p. 407. 

14 Ps, i. 5, ix. 8, xcvi. 13, 
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wicked and they who forget God should be cast!. When then, under the 
sense of guilt, he says, * In death there is no remembrance of Thee, he speaks 
not of death only, but of the sentence after an evil death. At times, 
thirsting to advance the glory of God in this life, he desires life for the 
sake of that, for which the Christian too desires it, because here is the 
scene of promoting that glory in others: whence Hezekiah says in the 
same contrast, * The living, the living, shall praise Thee, as I do this day ; the 
fathers to the children shall make known Thy truth. 

The great passage in the book of Job is a confession intended for all 
times: 


40 that my words were written, O that they were graven in a book, were cut 
with an iron pen and lead in the rock for ever! 
Their most literal translation is; 

And I, I know that my Redeemer liveth; 

And that, the last, He shall arise upon the dust ; 

And, after my skin °, they have destroyed this body, 

And from my flesh I shall behold God, 

Whom I, I shall behold for myself, 

And mine eyes shall behold, and not another [lit. a stranger ;] 

My reins are consumed within me. : 


No doubtful meaning of any words can efface from the passage the 
doctrine of the resurrection of the flesh. Whether the dust mean the 
surface of the earth®, or the dust, into which the human body returns ; 
whether the consuming of the reins be, (as elsewhere in Job ‘,) their actual 
consumption, or whether it be an idiom, (although not occurring else- 
where §,) expressing that his inmost self was consumed with a longing for 
that day,—this remains, that Job looked forward to a manifestation of his 
Redeemer at the end, with power, whether on the earth, or over his own 


1Ps. ix. 18. (Heb.) lxiii. 9. comp. Ps. xlix. 


16, 7ying down in, Job vii. 21, xx. 11, xxi. 26, 
20, Ixx xviii. 10-12. 


goers down to, Ps. xxii. 30, inhabiters of, Is. 


2Ps. vi. 5. 

81s, xxxvili. 19. So Ps. xxx. 9, exy. li, 
exviii. 17. 

4 xix. 23-27, 

5 The two constructions, in which TN is 
taken as a conjunction, (1. after they have de- 
stroyed my skin, this shall be; 2. after my skin, 
which they have destroyed, this shall be ;) inter- 
rupt the description, and would be very heavy 
and prosaic. The rendering, And after they 
have destroyed this my skin, joins a mase. and 
fem. DST 1. 

say occurs, 1) of the habitable surface 
of the earth, Job xli. 25. Itis used also not 
merely of the dust, but of the solid earth, 
Job viii. 19, xiv. 8, Is. ii. 19. Elsewhere, the 
meaning of dust, friable earth, remains. 2) 
It is used of man’s returning to the dust, Gen. 
iii. 19, Job x. 9, xxxiv. 15, Eccl. iii. 20, to their 
dust, Ps. civ. 29, resting in the dust, Job xvii. 


XXvi. 19, place in the dust of death. Ps. xxii. 
16. Man is spoken of as dust, Ps. xxx. 10, 
cili. 14, Keel, xii. 7; dust and ashes, \D8) Dy. 
Gen. xviii, 27. But Dap with Sy signifies 
to “arise against,” not, “ with power over.” 


7 md is used of actual “ consuming away” 
Job iy. 9, vil. 6; a cloud which vanisheth away, 
Ib. 9; his flesh consumeth away, xxxiii. 21; and 
so also mda, God destroyeth, ix. 22, and 
simply, they pass away, xxxvi. 11. 

8The common expression, his eyes shall 
consume, (viz. with vain longing,) occurs in 
Job xi. 20, xvii. 5, asin Ps. lxix. 4, cxix. 82, 
123, Jer. xiv. 6, Lam. iv. 17, and in Piel, 1 
Sam. il. 33. Else, md is joined, in the 
same sense, with the “soul,” Ps. lxxxiv. 3, 
exix. 81, and the “spirit,” Ps. exliii. 7; but 
does not, at least, happen to be used with 
“the reins.” 
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dust specially ; that he knew that he himself for himself should gaze upon 
his God; and that, after the destruction of his body, he should, with the 
eyes of his flesh!, behold Him. 

The saying of Hosea, * After two days He will quicken us ; in the third day 
He will raise us up and we shall live in His sight, is a continuation of this 
connection of the Head and His members. “*The strictest application is 
the truest. The two days and the third day have nothing in history to 
correspond to them, except that, in which they were fulfilled, when Christ, 
‘*rising on the third day from the grave, raised with Him the whole 
human race.’ ” 

Hosea and Isaiah carry on the triumph over death and the grave, in 
terms so large and so absolute, that St. Paul had no greater words where- 
with to conclude his solemn hymn of victory wherein he reverses, one by 
one, the temporary triumphs of the grave over our poor bodies, than the 
jubilant exultation of the two Prophets, ° Death is swallowed up in victory. O 
death, where is thy sting? O grave, where isthy victory? Hosea’s words of 
triumph followed upon the most absolute declaration on the part of God, 
® I will ransom them from the hand of the grave ; I will redeem them from death. 
The words of Isaiah go even beyond the resurrection. Death, the 
destroyer, is destroyed for ever. 

All judgment is an earnest of the judgment to come; all deliverance, of 
the deliverance; and so Isaiah having, in previous chapters, pronounced 
God’s judgments upon single nations, does, in the great prophecy, ¢. xxiv- 
xxvii, go beyond all particular judgments. The mention of the end of 
all earthly things fits in with the largeness of the other language. Three 
times in the prophecy he speaks of the end of all, 1) of that swallowing 
up of death; 2) of the resurrection of the body; 3) of judgment. 

In the prophecy of the resurrection, his words too agree with those of 
Daniel. 

7Thy dead men shall live; with my dead body (or, my dead bodies) shall they 
arise. 


1The rendering of van “without my  E. V.) “ bound by the bow,’ i.e. by the archers, 
flesh,” adopted by Davidson, ii. 227, from as 3 verses before, xxi. 17. (These are all 
Ewald, &ec. is unidiomatic and unnatural, }, | Ewald’s instances, Ausf. Lehrb. 2 217b p. 480. 
can no more, of itself, mean “without,” ese ed. 6. p. 551 ed. 7.) On the contrary, “I shall 
our “from.” Where we might render“ with- behold, wan, from my flesh,” implies that 
out,” the meaning is gained from the context. _ he will be ‘in the flesh, from which he shall 
Job xi. 15, “thou shalt lift up thy face 047975, behold, as he goes on to speak of the eyes of 
from spot,” i.e. as we say “aboye,” or “ a his flesh. Unless he had meant emphatically 
moved from;” Mic. iii. 6, “there shall be a to assert, that he should from his flesh behold 
night to you ym, from vision,” i.e. hiding God after his body had been dissolved, the 
all visjon from you. Jer. xlviii. 45 is best addition of van had been not merely 
rendered as in E. V. “because of the force.” — superfluous, butt misleading. For the obvious 
(Gesenius’ instances, Thes. p. 805.) Gen. meaning is “from out of my flesh,” as the 
xxvii. 39 is best rendered as in E. V. “Thy Versions shew, 


dwelling shall be of the fatness of the earth.” 2Hos. vie2, 2my Comm. Ib. p.38. 48. Jer. 
Edom was rich once. Its desolation is pro- 51 Cor. xv. 54, 5. from Is. xxv. 8, Hos. 
phesied. (See on Joel iii. 19. p. 144.) Obad.9, xiii. 14. 

also, (as in E. V.) “from slaughter,” as the 6 Hos. xiii. 14. See my Comm. pp. 86, 7. 


cause. (See Ib, p. 239.) Is. xxii. 3, (also as in 7Is, xxvi. 19. 
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Awake and jubilate, ye inmates of the dust ; 
For Thy dew is like dew on herbs, 
And earth shall cast out the dead}. 


Isaiah, like Daniel, foretold the resurrection of the good and bad?; 
only, that the good alone should rise to joy. As the dew quickens the 
vegetation which lies so parched and dead, so the life-giving power of 
God, which the Psalmist calls directly ° His Spirit, should quicken those 
so long dead *. 

But, in one respect, Isaiah has more than Daniel. For he foretells the 
judgment, not only of all on the earth, but of those higher beings, who 
* kept not their first estate. 


“>The Lorp shall punish the host of the height in the height, 

And the kings of the earth upon the earth ; 

And they shall be gathered in a gathering, prisoners down to the pit, 
And shall be shut up in prison; 

And after many days shall they be visited, 

And the moon shall be ashamed and the sun confounded ; 

For the Lorp of hosts reigneth on Mount Zion, 

And before His ancients gloriously.” 


The “host of the height” is contrasted with “the kings of the earth,” 
as, in Daniel, “* the army of heaven” with “the inhabitants of the earth.” 
Each is to be punished in the place of their sin’. Both are to be kept in 
prison, until a visitation® after a long period, as St. Peter says, * God 
spared not the angels that sinned, but cast them down to hell, and delivered them 
into chains of darkness to be reserved unto judgment. Then, in the brightness 
of the Eternal Presence before which sun and moon shall pale, follows 
the blissful nearness of the righteous in glory. Isaiah mentions specifi- 
cally elders, anticipating St. John”. 

And so we cannot doubt that the same is contained in the visitation of 
the crooked serpent and the dragon", which, in the corresponding place, 
follows on the resurrection of the dead. 


1D). “Refaim” is never used except 
of the evil dead. Primarily, it is the name 
of a giant-race, one of the early races in 
Palestine, (Gen. xiv. 5, xv. 20, Deut. iii. 11, 13, 
Josh, xii. 4, xiii. 12, xvii. 15,) who gave their 
name to “the valley of Refaim,” South-West 
of Jerusalem, (Jos. xv. 8, xviii. 16 &c) and, 
then, (either from them or from the root, yo), 
“height,” common in Arabie,) “ giants,” gen- 
erally (Deut. ii. 11, 20); as nw (2 Sam. xxi. 
16, 18, 20, 22) SShala] (1 Chr. xx. 4, 6, 8.) Thence, 


strength being so often abused to violence, it 
became the title of the ungodly dead (Job 
xxvi. 5, Pr. ii. 18, ix. 18, Is. xiv. 9); whence it 
is said of them, that they shall not rise, i.e. 
to life, (Ps. Ixxxviii. 11, Is. xxvi. 14) and 
here, that they shall be cast forth, 

2 Ps, civ. 30. 


3 Davidson says, (from Knobel Ies. p. 172,) 
“His, [the prophet’s,] idiosynerasy is deeply 
imprinted. Peculiar conceptions are, the 
life-giving influence of dew on the dead,” &e. 
iii. 22. They obliterate the metaphor, in or- 
der to insult the prophet. 

48. Jude 6. 

6 Dan. iv. 35. (32 Ch.) 

7™The E. V. supplies, “that wre upon the 
earth,” yet contrary to the parallelism. 

8 MIp2» “visited in punishment,” as in Is. 


xxix. 6, Pr. xix. 23, comp. ‘JP5) in the cor- 
responding place Is. xxvii. 1. 

928. Pet. ii. 4.add S. Jude 6. He hath re- 
served in everlasting chains under darkness unto 
the judgment of the great Day. 

10 Rey. iv. 4, 10, v. 6, 8, 11, 14, vii. 11, 13, xi. 
16, xiv. 3, xix. 4. Ys, xxvii. 1. 


5 Is. xxiy. 21-23. 
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The prophecy in Daniel’, some shall awake to shame and everlasting con- 
tempt, lies already in Isaiah, ? They shall go forth, and look upon the carcases 
of the men that have transgressed against Me; for their worm shall not die, 
neither shall their fire be quenched ; and they shall be an abhorring unto all 
flesh. 

The great passage of Ezekiel *;—with its vivid and thrilling minuteness 
of description of the bones, exceeding many and exceeding dry, which, at 
God’s word, came together, bone to his bone, and were covered with sinews, 
flesh, skin, and the breath came into them, and they lived and stood up upon 
their feet, an exceeding great army,—implies the current belief of the resur- 
rection of the flesh the more, because the application is figurative, and is 
made to strengthen a disheartened people. “ Never,” says St. Jerome‘, 
“would the likeness of the resurrection be used, in order to signify the 
restoration of the people of Israel, unless the resurrection itself stood firm 
and was believed as to be; for no one confirms things uncertain through 
things which are not.” 

We may make the case our own. To a Christian no future of the 
Church, (except whatever is involved in our Lord’s promise of His own 
continual Presence with it, and that the gates of hell should not prevail 
against it,) is so certain as the Resurrection of the Flesh. To us, an assu- 
rance on God’s part, that any future good condition of the Church would 
as surely be, as the Resurrection of the flesh, would be most reassuring, 
on the ground of our certain knowledge of that doctrine. So then to the 
Jews also. 

On the first vague acquaintance with the writings of the Parsees, it 
became an axiom among rationalists, that all the fuller belief in the resur- 
rection came from the Zend writings. Those who disputed the antiquity 
of revelation, received with both hands any statements of the antiquity of 
Zoroastrism. Its books passed muster, en masse, with those who were dis- 
secting every chapter of the prophets; any interpretation was accepted 
unhesitatingly, so that it presented a doctrine which might rival or eclipse 
revelation. The doctrine of the Zend books was preferred to the Old Tes- 
tament by renegade Christians °. 


1Dan. xii. 2. 2lxvi, 24.  3xxxvii. 1-10. of the rebellion of Ahriman, of his strife with 


4ad loc. “A figure could not be taken from 
the bones, unless the self-same reality were 
to come to pass as to the bones too.” Tert. de 
res. carn. ¢. 30. 

5 Rhode, with whom the Bundehesh, (a book 
of the 7th century A. D.) was an authority 
earlier than Moses, said, “The Mosaic tradi- 
tion and the Mosaic law gain more consist- 
eney and become more intelligible, if we con- 
sider them as offshoots of the older revealed 
doctrine, which is preserved fuller in the Zend 
writings.” (d. heil. Sage, p. 461.) “An impar- 
tial comparison of the relation [of the fall] in 
Genesis with that in the Zend, forces on us 
the conviction, that the older Zend tradition 
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Ormuzd, of the position of man between those 
two great beings (!), and the consequent inter- 
est of Ahriman to draw man over to his side, 
is presupposed, and that one must of necessity 
xefer to it, if the narrative of Moses is to be- 
come intelligible.” (Ib. 393.) He maintained 
that the Pentateuch is dualistic, (p. 455,) and 
said, “One might in truth call the prayer of 
Jesus, [the Lord’s prayer,] a briet extract 
from the prayers of the Zend writings.” p. 
416. Rhode’s uncritical book, embodying An- 
quetil’s necessarily faulty and unreliable 
translation of books of various dates, is still 
the source of the rationalist imputation of 
Parsism to Holy Scripture. 


418 FALSE NOTIONS AS TO THE ZEND BOOKS. 


The statement, that the Zend books contained the doctrine of the Resur- 
rection, was first rested on mistranslations. Anquetil had translated 
“until the resurrection!”, a word which is now acknowledged to mean 
“for ever?,” and on the strength of this mistranslation or from writings 
long after our era, it was received as infallible truth, that Isaiah and 
Daniel, or the writers who wrote under their names, borrowed the doctrine 
of the Resurrection from the Parsees*. Whether the doctrine was true or 
false, the school did not trouble itself; only it was to be borrowed. Prob- 
ably it was supposed to be false, and its derivation from Zoroastrism was 
tacitly to prove its falsehood. 

Another passage from the Vendidad, which had been so translated as 
directly to affirm the resurrection of the dead, and which used to be 
alleged as, beyond all question, containing that doctrine, now, in a more 
accurate version, plainly contains no such doctrine. It even shews that, 
at the date of the Vendidad in which it is contained, the doctrine of the 
resurrection, as it exists in the later Parsee books, was not known to 
them ¢. 

The statement, that the books of the earlier Parsism contained the doc- 
trine of the Resurrection, being necessarily abandoned, the germs of the 


doctrine, at least, were to be found in the Zend writings. 


1“Of the resurrection of the dead, or the 
awakening of the dead at the end of the 
world, mention is often made in the Zend 
writings, and the expression which occurs so 
often, ‘unto the resurrection of the dead, al- 
ways denotes the duration of the world which 
yet remains.” Rhode heil.Sage p.465. “The 
expression occurs in this sense countless 
times, e.g. Vendidad Farg. viii. p. 342.” Ib. 
note. = 

2“In consequence of Burnouf’s inquiries 
into the phrase, yavaécha yavatdtaécha, which 
had been translated by Anquetil, ‘till resur- 
rection,’ but which means nothing but ‘for 
ever, the existence of such a doctrine in the 
Zend Avesta was lately doubted.” Haug, Es- 
says on the Parsees p. 266. 

3e.g. Gesenius on Is. xxiv. 21 pp. 772, 3. 
quoting Rhode. Herzfeld still derives the 
doctrine of the Resurrection in Ezek. Is. Dan. 
from Parsism, chiefly on the ground of the 
language of the very late Bundehesh. Gesch. 
Isr. ii. 307. friih. Gesch. 180, 1. 

4 Anquetil translated Vend. Farg. xix. thus, 
“Zoroaster consulted Ormusa, ‘ Ormusd, who 
knowest all, shall the pure man rise again, 
shall the pure woman rise again, the Dar- 
vands, the worshipers of the Dews who tor- 
ment men, shall they rise again? (shall one 
see) the running water, the corn which grows, 
go upon the earth given by Ormusd? Shall 
all these things go upon (the earth?)’ Or- 
musd answered, ‘ (all) shall rise again, o pure 


One passage, 


Z. *How shall they be pure, how shall they 
walk pure, how shall they be pure, how shall 
they approach purely; the men of the exist- 
ing world, to whom the soul shall have been 
restored?’ Ormusd answered, ‘When the 
man is dead, when he is in this state, the Dew, 
master of the evil law, besieges the corpse be- 
hind and before during three nights,’ &e. 
Zend. Ay. ii. pp. 417, 8. Spiegel’s translation 
is, “Shall I summon the holy man, shall I 
summon the holy woman, shall I summon the 
sinner among the evil, the Daeva-worship- 
ers? Shall they spread over the earth run- 
ning-water, growing fruits, shall they spread 
other riches over it?) Ahuramazda answered, 
‘summon, 0 pure Zarathustra!’ ‘Creator! 
where are these judgments, where do these 
judgments take place, where are these judg- 
ments gathered, where do these judgments 
come together, which man discharges to the 
corporeal world for his soul?’” Spiegel ob- 
serves; “The following passage is of moment, 
and, taken together with 226, is a proof, that 
the resurrection, at the time when the Vendi- 
dad was written, was not yet known to the 
Parsees. The pious here go at once on the 
3d day to paradise; the bad to hell. Also the 
present passage exhibits the whole idea very 
simply, whereas the later Parsism in the Mi- 
nokhired, Viraf-name, and a little fragment 
belonging to the older period (Anq. ZAY. i. 2. 
pp. xiii. sqq.) variously deck it out.” Ay. i. 
pp. 248, 9. 
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whose meaning is confessedly extracted with great difficulty, has been 
found in what are claimed to be the older writings; “1 We,” [i. e. Zoro- 
aster and his friends,] “will be they, who make this life lasting; and the 
living wise [a plural of Ahura mazda] are the supportings most moving 
and true; for the intelligent is wont to be, where prudence is at home.” 
Granting the utmost which can be meant by this passage, of which all the 
important words have to be deciphered with difficulty, and from which 
any meaning certainly has not yet been deciphered, it contains, mani- 
festly, no doctrine whatever of a resurrection. “A future life,” after the 
death of the body, is the belief of mankind; a doctrine, which, like that 
of the Being of God, unless stifled, lives on, amid whatever debasements, 
in the human heart and consciousness. Not the immortality of the undy- 
ing soul, but the restoration of this individual body, which is resolved into 
the dust whence it was taken, was, and is in part, the stumbling-block of 
intellect. The Zend phrase, “the perpetuation of life,” is, by the force of 
the term, distinct from, and incompatible with, resurrection of the same 
substance. It expresses what Heathenism believed, the continued life of 
the soul; it had no bearing upon what God revealed in the Old and New 
Testament, the restoration of the body. 

So this too has been eked out by a passage from one of those books, the 
Yashts*, which the author, who quotes it, confesses to be of late date, call- 
ing it “*a literature, which grew up at a time, when the Zoroastrian 
religion had already very much degenerated *,” itself largely “ contributing 


toward that deterioration.” 


1Gathé Ahunayaiti (Yagna ec. 30.) 4, 9. trans- 
lated by Haug, d. Gathas d. Zarathr. i. 9. and 
Comm. pp. 109-1138. I have preferred the 
translation in his Latin and his Commentary, 
because his German translations are often a 
popular paraphrase, in which more or less is 
naturally added to the original. The uncer- 
tainty of the passage appears from the very 
different rendering of Spiegel, Avesta ii. 120; 
“May we belong to thee, we who seek to 
further this world. May the wise lords bring 
help through Asha. Whoso is here teach- 
able, will there unite himself with wisdom.” 

2Haug translates the passage thus, “This 
splendor attached itself to the hero who is to 
arise out of the number of the prophets, 
(called Soshyanto,) and to his companions, in 
order to make the life everlasting, undecay- 
ing, imperishable, imputrescible, incorrupti- 
ble, for ever existing, for ever vigorous, full 
of power, at the time when the dead will rise 
again, and imperishableness of life will exist, 
making the life lasting by itself. All the 
world will remain for eternity in the state of 
purity; the devil will disappear from all 
those places, whence he used to attack the 
religious men, in order to kill; and all his 
brood and creatures will be doomed to de- 


struction.” Zamyéd Yasht 19, 12. (90 West.) 
Spiegel translates it; “which attached itself 
to the victorious Gaoshyang and his other 
friends, that he might make the world pro- 
gressive, not aging, undying, not stinking, 
not putrid, ever-living, ever-benefiting, an 
empire according to wish, that the dead may 
arise, that deathlessness may come for the 
living, and the world advances itself accord- 
ing to wish. The worlds which teach purity 
will be undying, the Drukhs will disappear 
at that time. So soon as it comes to the pure 
to kill him and his hundred-fold seed, then 
is it for dying and fleeing away (ripe). Avesta 
iii. pp. 183, 4, 174. 

3 Haug Essays p. 223. “This kind of litera- 
ture, {the Yashts,] grew up at a time, when 
the Zoroastrian religion had already very 
much degenerated, and its original mono- 
theism [dualism] partially given way to the 
old gods, who had been stigmatized and ban- 
ished by Zarathustra Spitama, but were after- 
ward transformed into Angels.” “This kind 
of literature has, no doubt, largely contri- 
buted toward the deterioration of the religion 
founded by Z. Sp., and partially re-established 
what the prophet had endeavored to destroy.” 

4The original purity of Zoroastrism is a 


. 
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The modern Bundehesh has no claim to be considered a development 
of Zoroastrism. It is written in a language, the basis of which is some 
form of Aramaic, (it is thought, Assyrian Aramaic'.) According to the 
close of the book, it is later than Mohammed?. But, whatever its date, 
the writer has borrowed largely from Christian sources, as on other sub- 
jects, so here. The illustrations’, by which it defends the resurrection of 
the body against objections to its possibility, are such as were current in 
Christian apologists‘, and were doubtless learned in the school of Edessa, 
where Persians also studied ®. 

iv. The allegations, in regard to Daniel’s teaching as to the Angels, also 
assume grave doctrinal error in the New Testament. For most of the 
points objected to are taught there also. Leaving this for the time, I will 
first remind you briefly, what is the doctrine as to Angels before Daniel; 
so we shall see the better, what accessions came through Daniel. The 
doctrine, as contained throughout the Old Testament previous to Daniel, 


theory of Haug’s contrary to the facts, in 
regard to Monotheism, since the Gathas are 
distinctly dualistic, and in regard to the in- 
ferior gods, since those borrowed from 
Vedism must always have belonged to it. 
Human nature would be to be pitied, if it 
could believe such trash as that Yasht to be 
the original of the doctrine of the Resuirec- 
tion. 

1 Haug ub. d. Pehlewi Sprache u. d. Bun- 
dehesh, p. 28. 

2«The grammatical and lexical peculiari- 
ties, which, to the philological inquirer, es- 
tablish its late date, have been already men- 
tioned in the preceding paragraphs. Lastly, 
the list of Emperors at the end of the book, 
often mentioned already, which brings us to 
the time after the destruction of the Empire 
of the Sassanidee, is an undoubted mark of 
its late origin. and I can discover no mark 
which should justify criticism in considering 
these notices as appended later, as has often 
been maintained.” Spiegel d. trad. literat. 
d. Parsen p. 94. Haug, who thinks the exist- 
ing book to be probably a translation, sup- 
poses it to have “come into being in the 
first centuries of our era; the translation 
probably toward the end of the rule of the 
Sassanidse; or, if the close of the book is 
genuine which speaks of the dominion of the 
Arabs, not until after the conquest of the 
Persian Empire by the Arabs.” ib. p. 20. 

3They are, in sum, that God, Who created, 
could restore what He created. He brought 
light out of darkness; “created the seed of 
corn, which, after decaying in the earth, 
bursts forth anew, and multiplies count- 
lessly.” He created the sap in trees, the 
living fruit in the mother, &e. ¢. 31. pp. 
111, 12. 


4«Thou sayest, how can matter, which hath 
been dissolved, be made to appear? Con- 
sider thyself, O man, and thou wilt find how 
to believe this thing. Think what thou wast, 
before thou hadst a being; simply nothing ; 
for hadst thou been anything, thou wouldest 
have remembered it. Thou therefore that 
wast nothing before thou didst exist, and that 
becomest also nothing, when thou ceasest to 
exist, why canst thou not begin to exist again 
from nothing by the will of that self-same 
Creator, who hath willed that thou shouldest 
come into being, out of nothing ?—Declare, if 
thou canst, the manner in whieh thou wast 
made, and then seek to know how thou shalt 
be made. And yet surely thou shalt be more 
easily made that which thou once hast been, 
seeing thou wast made, equally without diffi- 
culty, that which thou never hadst at any 
time been. There will be a doubt, I suppose, 
as to the power of God, Who hath framed out 
of that which was not before, not less than 
out of a death-like void and nothingness, this 
vast body of the universe, animated by that 
Spirit which animateth all souls, stamped 
too by Himself as an emblem of the resur- 
rection of man, for a testimony unto you. 
The light, which is extinet every day, shineth 
forth again, and the darkness in like man- 
ner departeth and succeedeth in its turn;— 
the seasons, when they end, begin anew; the 
fruits are consumed, and again return; the 
seeds assuredly spring not up with new fruit- 
fulness, except they be first corrupted and | 
dissolved; all things are by dying preserved ; 
all things are formed again from death.” 
Tert. Apol. ec. 48. pp. 99, 100. Oxf. Tr. See 
other fathers, Greek and Latin, referred to 
ib. not. z. b.c. 

5See ab. p. 173. n. 1. 


\ 
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-is this; that there lives in the Presence of God a vast assembly !, myriads 
upon myriads? of spiritual beings*, higher than we, but infinitely removed 
from God‘, >mighty in strength, doers of His word, ever set® to hear the voice 
of His word; who ceaselessly ‘bless and praise God; wise* also; to whom 
He gives charge to guard His own in all their ways?; pascending and descend- 
ing to and from heaven and earth, and who variously minister to men, 
most often invisibly". But all, (it was declared,) are interested in us and 
our well-being. For, when our earth was created, " all the sons of God burst 
forth into jubilee, in prospect of our birth, who were to be their care here, 
their fellow-citizens hereafter in bliss. It was an anticipation of that 
which we know more fully, that the angels desire to look into * the mysteries 
of our salvation. At the giving of the law on Mount Sinai, they were 
present * in myriads. At that great manifestation of the goodness and 
condescension of God, how should not they be present, who rejoiced at 
the creation of our race? Good beings must be interested in those 
capable of good, and in God’s ways of forming them for Himself. When 
God vouchsafed His Presence at Mount Zion, and the holy place became 
a new Sinai”, twice ten thousand angels, yea, thousands many times repeated, 
were there. They are present with God, witnessing the trials of our race. 
On two occasions, when they presented themselves before God, they heard 
of Job’s spotlessness and of the great trial of his faith. Job already, like 
the Apostles afterward, was " made a spectacle to Angels. This trial of Job 
was the proving of one outside of Israel; their joy at our creation related 
to the human race. They were again present’, and learnt how Ahab’s 
false prophets would, by the intervention of a lying spirit, have power to 
deceive to his destruction Ahab who wished to be deceived; Ahab and his 
prophets accomplishing, each of his own freewill, what was against their 
will. Their love for man shews itself, in that, when God commanded 
them to destroy the guilty in Jerusalem, the charge is given to them, ” let 
not your eye spare, neither have ye pity, as though they would have pity, only 
that they must needs be of the same mind with God. It is in conformity 
with this, and an anticipation of the New Testament, that, in the prophecy 
of the Day of Judgment in Daniel, the myriads of the ministering spirits 
are exhibited as standing around the Throne. Their office there, it was 
reserved to our Lord, the Judge, to declare; Daniel only declared their 


1Ps. Ixxxix. 5. 1 Kings xxii. 19, “all the 5 Ps, cili. 20. 6 pow. 
host of heaven standing by Him on His right TPs, Ixxxix. 5, ciii. 20. 
hand and on His left.” 82 Sam. xiv. 17, 20. 

2Ps. Ixviii. 18. (17 Eng.) lit. “twice ten 9Ps, xci. 11. 10Gen. xxviii. 12, 13. 
thousand, yea thousands of repetition.” It Nas Gen. xxiv. 7,40, Ex. xxiii. 20-23, xxxii. 
is Daniel’s “thousand thousands and ten 34, xxxiii. 2, Num. xx. 16, Is. Ixiii. 9. and 
thousand ten thousands.” vii. 10. note 6. 

3 Ps. civ. 4. 12 Job xxxviii. 7. 1381S. Pet. i. 12. 

4Ps. Ixxxix. 6. Job iv. 18. noon lit. “ folly.” 14 Deut. xxxiii. 2, Ps. Ixviii. 17. 
Eng. V. from bbs. So Kim. AEB. Saad. ap. 15 Ps. Ib. 16 Job i. 6, ii. 1. 
Ges. Lex. p. 382. The Verss. render it as of a 171 Cor. iv. 9. 
moral defect; cxoAvédy 71, LXX: pravitatem, 181 Kings xxii. 19. 
§. Jer.; iniquity, Ch.; in which case it would 19 Hz. ix. 5. comp. viii. 18. It is Herzfeld’s 


relate to the fallen angels. observation. Gesch. Isr. ii. 277. 
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interest in it. The Day of the judgment of our whole race must needs 
unfold, even to those blessed spirits, more of the wisdom and love and 
justice of the Creator of us all. 

Some distinction among those heavenly hosts was revealed from the 
first. It would be out of harmony with the manifold beauty and grada- 
tions in the rest of God’s creation, if those higher orders of intelligent 
beings were of one kind only. At the closed gates of Paradise were the 
Cherubim?. 

But chiefly there was one, designated as “the Angel of the Lord,” in 
whom God accustomed His creatures to the thought of beholding Himself 
in human form. Whether it were God the Son, Who so manifested Him- 
self beforehand ?, (His Godhead invisible, as in the days of His flesh,) or 
no, yet there was one, known as the Angel of the Lord, distinct from and 
above all the rest. He speaks with authority, as the Lord; therefore the 
Lord, whether the Father or the Son or the Holy Ghost, was present with 
him, and spake by him; he is called, not as an epithet, but as a descrip- 
tion of his being, the Angel of the Lord; therefore it seems to me most 
probable, that he was a created Angel®. It seems most probable, that the 
word, Angel, describes his actual nature, not the higher Nature, which 
spoke or was adored in him. God spake by the Angel of the Lord to 
Hagar‘, I will multiply thy seed exceedingly ; and she called the Name of the 


1 Gem, ili. 24. 

2 This was the common belief of the earliest 
fathers. S. Augustine pointed out the mis- 
take of inferring this from 8. John i. 18, “ No 
man hath seen God at any time,” since the 
Divine Nature of the Son is as invisible as 
that of the Father. See references on Ter- 
tullian de Preeser. n. 18. p. 463. n. f. Oxf. Tr. 
ed. 2. S. Athan. Cone. Arim. p. 120. n. q. O. T. 
S. Augustine’s own summary is, “ the modest 
and cautious consideration of the Divine 
mysteries persuades us, I deem, not to pro- 
nounce rashly, which Person of the Trinity 
appeared to any one of the fathers or prophets 
in any body or likeness of a body, except 
where the context supplies any probable in- 
dications.” de Trin. L. ii. fin. “It is plain 
that all those objects which were seen by the 
fathers, when God was represented to them 
according to His own manifestation, as befitted 
those times, were wrought through the crea- 
ture. And if we cannot tell, how He did 
them through the ministry of angels, yet 
that they were done by angels, we say not of 
our own minds,” but on “the authority of 
the Divine Scriptures.” iii. 11. n, 22. “This 
Person [of God the Word] angelic nature 
could aforetime figure, in order to fore-an- 
nounce; it would not expropriate, so as to be 
ltself.” Ib. iv. 20. fin. n. 30. “The Son Him- 
self, Who is the Word of God, not only in 
these last times, when He vouchsafed to ap- 


pear in the flesh, but aforetime too from the 
foundation of the world, announced as to the 
Father to whom He willed, whether by speak- 
ing, or by appearing, either by some angelic 
power or by any creature.” ¢c. Adimant. ec. 9. 
S. Irenzeus also speaks of “the shewing of 
God through the creature.” iy. 20.7. And S. 
Athanas. “But if, when an angel was seen, 
he who saw heard the voice of God, as took 
place at the bush, for the Angel of the Lord 
was seen in the flame of fire from the bush, 
and the Lord called Moses out of the bush, 
saying, ‘lam the God of thy father, the God 
of Abraham, and the God of Isaac and the 
God of Jacob,’ and the Angel was not the God 
of Abraham, but it was God who was speaking 
in the Angel, and he who appeared was an 
Angel, but God spoke in him.” Orat. 3. ¢. 
Arian. 2 14. p. 421. Oxf. Tr. So also Dionys. 
de ccel. hierarch. c. 4. in Petay. de Trin. viii. 2. 
3 The fathers mostly applied the title of the 
Angel to God the Son on the ground of the 
gloss of the LXX in Is. ix. 6 peyadns Bovdjs 
ayyedos, “magni consilii Angelus.” But, 
although Malachi foretells our Lord’s coming 
in the Flesh, under the titles “the Lord,” 
“the Angel,” or Messenger, “of the Cove- 
nant,” (ili. 1.) there is no proof that He is any 
where spoken of absolutely as “the Angel,” 
or that His Divine Nature is so entitled. 
#Gen. xvi. 10, 13. add Ib. xxi. 17, 18, where the 
Angel of God says, I will make him agreat nation. 
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Lord that spake unto her, Thou, God, seest me. The Angel of the Lord arrested 
Abraham in doing that which God had bidden him to do, to offer Isaac 
his son. God in him accepted the obedience, as having been done to 
Himself. Now I know that thou fearest God, seeing thow hast not withheld 
thy son, thine only son, from Me. Angels of God’s host met Jacob?; but it 
was one, to whom he made supplication, and who blessed him, and who, 
Hosea says, was the Lord of hosts, of whom Jacob said, I have seen God, face 
to face*. The Angel of the Lord withstood Balaam, because, God says by 
him, ‘thy way is perverse before Me; the word that I shall speak unto thee, 
that thow shalt speak, the self-same words which God had said to him in 
vision before*®; those words, which were the turning-point of his next sub- 
sequent history®. Of this Angel God says, My Name is in him’; in him 
were manifested the Divine attributes; he was the minister of God’s justice 
who would not pardon their transgressions; to him God required obedience 

_to be paid. His speaking was God’s speaking in him; for God says, * Jf 
thou shalt indeed obey his voice and do all that I command you. And since 
he was not present by any visible presence, there was no way of obeying 
him, except in obeying what God commanded to Moses. Since God was 
present in him, God uses as equivalent terms, the words, ° the Angel of His 
Presence, or !° My Presence. And when the time of fulfillment came, of 
which God had said, !! Mine Angel shall go before thee, and bring thee in unto 
the Amorites, &c., and I will cut them off, it is still one Angel in human 
form, who says to Joshua, As Captain of the Lord’s host am I come, in 
whom Joshua worshiped God, and by whom God required the same tokens 
of reverence as He had from Moses”. 

By the Angel of the Lord God upbraided Israel in the time of the Judges; 
18 T made you to go up out of Egypt, and have brought you unto the land which 
I sware unto your fathers, and I said, I will never break My covenant with you. 
Wherefore also I said, I will not drive them out from before you. The Angel 
of the Lord, pronounced the curse upon Meroz"* for unfaithfulness; and it 
disappears from history. In the mission of Gideon, the titles, the Angel of 
the Lord, and the Lord, interchanged. Yet both are evidently one. God 
promised by him what God only can promise '*, and accepted the sacrifice™. 

In the revelation to Manoah and his wife, the wife, ignorant, at first, 
who he was, yet speaks of the Angel of the Lord, as a being, known to 
them?*. ™ His countenance wag like the countenance of the Angel of Gon, very 


1Gen. xxii. 11,12. Dr.Stanley (Jewish Church, 10 Ex. xxxili. 14. Ub, xxiii. 23. 


pp. 48, 50,) avoiding the coarse language of 
Dr. Williams as to “the fierce ritual of Syria,” 
in substance agrees with him, and represents 
that as “a stern logical consequence of the 
ancient view of sacrifice,” “infirmity, exag- 
geration, excess,” which, God says, was 
obedience to His voice. Gen. xxii. 18. 
2Gen. xxxii. 1, 2. 


3 Tb. 24-30, Hos. xii. 2-5. See my Comm. p. 119. 


4Num. xxii. 32-365. 5 Tb. 20. 
6Ib. xxiii. 12, 26, xiv.13. 7Ex. xxiii. 21. 
8 Ib. 22. 9Is, xiii. 9. 


12 Josh. v. 13-15, and Ex. iii. 5. 

13 Judg. ii. 1,3. Dr. Stanley (J. Ch. p. 418) 
following Ewald, makes him a human mes- 
senger, “an earlier Malachi,” contrary to the 
uniform idiom, and the use of the 1st Person, 

BN I made you &e.” 
, 4 Tb. v. 23. 

15 the Angel of the Lorp, vi. 11, 12, 21, 22; the 
angel of God, 20; the Lor», 14, 16, 23. 

16 Tb. 16, 23. 721, 

18 as in 2 Sam. xxiv. 16, 1 Chron. xxi. 15, 

19 xiii. 6. 
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terrible. To offer sacrifice unto the Lorp and to the Angel of the Lorn, 
was one}. His name was wonderful?. No mention haying been made of 
an Angel previously, the Angel of the Lord is not, “the Angel,” i. e. he who 
had been spoken of, but he who was known as “the Angel of the Lorp.” 

Of this Angel, and of others with him, it seems to be said, * The Angel 
of the Lord encampeth round about them that fear Him and delivereth them. 
The word, encampeth*, probably alludes to that appearance to Jacob on 
his return from Mesopotamia, when he saw God’s host and from it called 
the name of the place, Mahanaim °, “ Two-camps,” and, after that, saw the 
Angel of the Lorp, who tried his strength and blessed him. The captain 
of a host is said to “encamp®,” but he “encamps around,” through the 
army of which he is the head. On account of this image, and the mention 
of “the chariots of God’,” as a title for the angels present at His manifest- 
ations of Himself, it seems not improbable that the horses of fire and 
chariots of fire® round about Elisha, and those which carried up Elijah to 
heaven, were symbols of Angelic presence. 

This same Angel, I think, was meant by Elihu, the Angel-interpreter?, 
one of a thousand, who sheweth unto man his righteousness, 1. e. how he may 
be righteous in God’s sight, and is gracious unto him, and saith, redeem him 
from going down to the pit, I have found a ransom. For it is the office of no 
mere created Angel, but is anticipative of His Who came, at once to 
redeem and to justify; as 8. Gregory says, ‘‘It is as though the Mediator 
of God and men said, ‘since there hath been no man, who might appear 
a righteous intercessor for man, I made Myself man to make propitiation 
for man.’” 

This then, in itself, involves a distinction among the heavenly beings, so 
far at least that, in the earliest books as well as in Daniel, we hear of one 
Angel, above those ordinarily spoken of. 

In the Seraphim, (probably, fiery™ spirits,) in Isaiah, and the Cherubim ®, 


1The clause, for Manoah knew not that he 
was the angel of the Lord, explains the angel’s 
injunction, Thou must offer it unto the Lord. 
Manoah and his wife wished to bring the kid, 
as ordinary food. He refuses it as ordinary 
food, and bids him, if he would offer it in 
sacrifice, to offer it to the Lord in him. 

asp, xiii.18,as 899 Is. ix. 5. 

3 Ps, xxxiv. 7. 4 Hengst. on Ps. xxxiv. 

SGen. xxxiil. 1, 2 Dn, from IM 
“camped,” the word used in the Psalm. ary 

62 Sam. xii. 28. Hengst. 7 Ps, Ixvili. 17. 

82 Kings vi. 17, ii. 11. 

9Job xxxili. 23. np is unquestionably 
“interpreter,” Gen. xlii. 23; “embassador,” 
2 Chr. xxxii. 31. In Is. xliii. 27, “thy inter- 
preters have sinned against Me,” it seems 
most natural to understand it of those who 
interpreted God’s will to man. (comp. Mal. ii. 
7.) “The Angel-interpreter,” I think then, 
has more probably his name from an office 


from God to man, than from one for man with 
God, viz. intercessor. The office to man is ex- 
plained, “ toshew unto man his uprightness,” 
i.e. how he should be upright with God. 

Wad loc. L. xxiv. n. 6. 

NSo Kimchi and Abulwalid. The root 
Hw. “burned,” is so common in Hebrew, 
(whence also Ww, like mpnotyp, Kaidoos, a 
poisonous serpent, whose bite was “inflam- 
ing,”) that the Hebrew etymology is much 
safer than the Arabic Ww), “eminent.” Ges- 
enius’ only objection is, that *) signifies 
“bourning,” not “shining.” But “burning” 
suits best with what the Church has thought 
to be the special character of the Seraphim, 
“burning love.” All languages speak of “the 
Jive of love,” and the Holy Ghost, at the day 
of Pentecost, fell on the disciples, with the 
symbol of “cloven tongues, like as of fire.” 
Acts ii. 3. 

12 The Semitic etymologies of ay3 are sev- 


PROBABLY THE ANGEL-INTERPRETER OF JOB. 425 
we have other orders of spirits in near relation to God. Of these, the 
Cherubim are not mentioned to have any office of ministry to man, but, 
having been placed, with symbols of terror, to forbid his return to Paradise, 
were objects of awe. The Seraphim are spoken of, as engaged in ceaseless 
praise in great nearness to God, yet as concerned also about us below; for 
part of their song was, ' the earth is full of His glory. . One of them also was 
sent to Isaiah with the symbolic burning coal, which was to cleanse his 
iniquity and fit him for the Seraphic mission of bringing good tidings to 
man. 

In regard, then, to the greater dignity of some Angels above others, no 
addition is made in Daniel to what was known from the time of Abraham. 
It is even most probable that Michael is no other than that Angel of the 
Lord, by whom God manifested Himself of old. For the Angel of the Lord 
seems to be the same who declared himself to be the prince of the host of the 
Lord*, a title given in Daniel to Michael, * your prince, ‘one of the chief 
princes: >the great prince which standeth up for the children of thy people. 

We have, then, alike in Joshua and Daniel, the belief as to one spiritual 
being, to whom the charge and protection of the Jewish people was 
specially entrusted. In Daniel, there is the name only of Michael above 
what was known before, and the name and being of Gabriel®, both, in 
common with the New Testament’. 

Such gradation then of heavenly beings, as is implied in Daniel, is in 
harmony with what had been revealed before. He sees one in great 
majesty *, whom he describes in language of Ezekiel®, probably that same 
Angel of the Lord, who had appeared to those before him. This Angel 
gives directions even to Gabriel’. It seems also that, among those 
exalted intelligences, some know more of the Divine purpose than others, 
and communicate that knowledge to others. Twice, in these visions, an 
Angel inquireth of that exalted Angel", (who yet himself is a creature, 
for he swears by the living God™,) and receives an answer. 

Both these relations of that one great Angel, his special office for the 
people and his superiority to other Angels, are mentioned in one of the 
prophets after the Captivity, Zechariah. There, other Angels, whom God 
had sent to walk to and fro upon the earth, give account of their mission to 


erally possible, yet no one is satisfactory ture written in Babylon. For so it con- 


enough to be adopted with confidence. The 
Persian etymology, in itself quite unsatisfac- 
tory, is also excluded by the early mention 
of the Cherubim. 

1s. yi. 3. 2 Josh v. 14. See ab. p. 423. 

8 Dan. x. 21. 4 Ib. 18. 5 Ib. xii. 1. 

6 Tb. viii. 16, ix. 21. 

7 Gabriel, S. Luke i. 19, 26; Michael, S. Jude 
9, Rev. xii. 7. The statement in the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud, from R. Simeon ben Lachish, 
(in our 3d century,) “The names of angels 
went up by the hand of Israel out of Baby- 
lon,” plainly means no more than that 
the names of Angels first occur in Scrip- 


tinues; “ For, before, it was said, Then flew one 
of the Seraphim unto me; before Him stood the 
Seraphim, (Is. vi. 6 and 2) but afterward, the 
man Gabriel, (Dan. ix. 21) and Michael your 
prince.” (Ib. x. 21.) But, although first given 
in Babylon, the names are opposed to the 
errors of Babylon. Michael is one of the 
oldest Hebrew names, a sort of watchword 
and challenge to all idolatry, “ Who is like 
God?” The name Gabriel also, “man of 
God,” declares that Angels too are but agents 
of God. 

8x. 5, XiL. 6, 7. 

10 viii. 16. 11 xii. 6, viii. 13. 


94.7, 14, 16, 24. 
12 xii, 7. 
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the Angel of the Lord}, and he himself intercedes with the Lord’. He 
stands as judge, surrounded by Angels who fulfill his commands, hears 
the accusations of Satan, pronounces forgiveness to Joshua the high 
priest, and, in him, to the people whom he represents*. It is probably 
“the Angel of the Lord,” certainly it is a superior Angel, who, in another 
vision, directs another Angel to instruct Zechariah*. Again, God speaks 
of the Angel of the Lord, as having a glory like His own®. 

The one fact as to Angels, which is peculiar to Daniei, is in harmony 
with his position in God’s revelation. As he was employed to disclose 
God’s care and providence over Heathen nations, so through him it was 
disclosed, that, as God set one chief Angel as the deputed guardian of His 
people, so He set others over other nations. It is in harmony with all 
which we know about those blessed spirits. As we know that ¢all of them 
are ministering spirits sent forth to minister for them who shall be heirs of salva- 
tion; as we know, from our Lord’s words? and from the Apostolic belief, 
that each Christian at least is, from childhood, assigned to the care of his 
own guardian Angel; so Daniel, declaring that the heathen also were the 
objects of God’s care, taught, in the case of two great nations, Persia and 
Grecia, that they were under the care of eminent Angels, princes® with 
God. For the Angels of Persia and Grecia were, manifestly, good Angels, 
since they desired the welfare of their people, and they contended with 
Gabriel and Michael before God, each, in submission to the Divine Will, 
desiring what seemed for the good of his people, which, since their appar- 
ent interests were diverse, seemed to be contrary. The interest of the 
heavenly beings in man had been revealed before. To Daniel it was 
made known as part of God’s mercy over all His works, that “ constituting 
the services of Angels and men in a wonderful order,’ He assigned to 
each nation one of those ministering spirits to succor and defend them, 
and plead their cause with Himself, the Father of all. 

In the dream, in which Nebuchadnezzar was warned of the insanity, 
which God was about to inflict on him unless he repented, there occur 
the remarkable words, The matter is the decree of the watchers the “ ever 
wakeful”” ministers of God, and the request is the word of the holy 


1 Zech. i. 10, 11. 2Tb. 12. 

4 Ib. ii. 7, 8, Heb. 3, 4, Eng. 

5 Ib. xii. 8. The house of David shall be as 
God, as the Angel of the Lord before them. 

6 Heb. i. 14, 7S, Matt. xviii. 10, 

8 Acts xii. 15, 9 Dan. x. 20, 21. 

Wiy. 14 Ch. 17 Eng. 

upPVY. WY, (probably the same word as 
éye(pw or Sanscr. gri,) is used intrans. of 


3 Tb. iii. 1-5. thee,” (as God is so often said to “awake ’” 
for His people, when He notices that, 
which He had before left unremedied, their 
“trouble,” &¢.). Vy then (to judge from 
the Hebrew, for jy occurs in Daniel only, 
and in Syriac as ultimately derived from it,) 
is watcher, (i.e. one ever-aroused, unsleeping,) 
not watchman, which in Hehrew is 479), in 


Ch. 9493, in Syr. $903. In?Aramaic, only 


“arousing one’s self;” in Pi. Hif. of “arous- 
ing” others. It has not the meaning of Dw, 
“euard.” In Job viii. 6, if it had had the 
sense of being “wakeful for,” it would have 
had it (as in Eng.) by force of the by, 
“over,” not of the word itself. But there too 
the E. V. is best. “He would awake for 


Pal. Af. Ithpeh. seem to have been used, in 
the sense, “aroused, was aroused.” This is 
the rendering of the Vulg. “vigil; of Aq. 
Symm. éypyyopos, and probably of the LXX, 
(whence the éypyyopor of the book of Enoch. 
See above p. 389, 90.) Theod. and the Pesh. 
retain the word, which, in Syriac, has the two 
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ones; for which Daniel, in his interpretation, substitutes, ? This is the decree 
of the Most High. Daniel, using the self-same word 3, states that the decree 
was solely from God. There is no association of the creature with the 


Creator. 


The same decree is by Daniel called “the decree of the most 


High,” and, if Nebuchadnezzar’s memory was accurate‘, “the decree of 


senses which it has in the book of Enoch, and 
which doubtless are derived from it, There 
is absolutely no authority for the sense “ cus- 
tos.” 

1x dNw is of course the Hebrew moxvi, 
which, in actual usage, signifies, “ petition ;” 
in 1 Sam. ii. 20, also; for Hannah did not lend 
Samuel to God, but gave him back for life to 
Him, from Whom she had asked and ob- 
tained him. 1 Sam. i. 27, 8. In like way, 
sOnui, i in the instances of its use given by 
Buxtorf (col. 2300, 1) from the Targums, sig- 
nifies “petition.” In itself, it might mean 
“interrogation,” since baw as wellas ONw, 
signifies, 1) ask, i.e. to inquire; 2) specifi- 
cally, “ask” for a thing, request, beg. But 
this too comes no nearer to the sense which 
Gesenius would give it, “spec. queestio forensis, 
(legal inquiry,) causa forensis judicata, inde 
decretum.” Nowhere in the Targums, any 
more than in Hebrew, does sonwi mean a 
decree; any more than our “suit” would mean 
“the judgment in a suit.” Gesenius assigns 
this meaning, in order to make nonw iden- 
tical with Span. But Dand itself signifies 
“word,” not «decree, e which is Dyv, and 
from which it is distinguished in Ezr. vi. 11. 
The “word of a king is with authority; and 
if one with authority “sends word,” (now 
SINS Ezr. iy. 17, v. 7) that “word” is to be 
obeyed. But it does not follow that Dans 
means “decree,” any more than our “ word » 
does, which we use in precisely the same 
idiom. Itis alsoone of those common abuses 
of Hebrew parallelism, to assume that each 
parallel word must mean the same thing. 

2iv. 21 Ch. 24 Eng. 

pyy NWI 1s, Ch. wT NDY NI 21. 

4 Hengstenberg and others have held that 
the title of the “watchers” had reference to 
the @coi BovAato. of the Babylonians, and this, 
consistently with revelation, on the supposi- 
tion that the revelation of God was amalga- 
mated in Nebuchadnezzar’s mind with his 
own belief, (Beitr. p. 161) in which way Dan- 
jel’s explanation would be a correction of it. 
But the coi BovAaior of the Babylonians, (if 
Diodorus has represented them rightly ; there 
is probably an error as to the number,) are 
only stars, and haye to do with astrology only. 


He says, “They say, that the most important 
calculation and motion is of the 5 stars called 
planets which they name ‘interpreters,’ and 
especially those of the star called by the 
Greeks Kronos [Saturn] but they call the 
clearest and the fore-signifier of the most and 
greatest things, El; but the other four they 
name as do our astrologers, Ares, Aphrodite, 
Hermes, Zeus, [Mars, Venus, Mercury, Jupi- 
ter,] wherefore they call them ‘interpreters ;’ 
because, the other stars having their own 
fixed orbit, these alone, having an orbit of 
their own, shew what is about to happen, in- 
terpreting to men the good-will of the gods. © 
For by their rising and setting, and partly by 
their color, they say that they foreshew to 
those who choose to attend accurately. For 
sometimes they shew the vehemence of . 
winds, sometimes excessive rain or drought. 
Sometimes also, the rising of comets, some- 
times eclipses of sun and moon, earthquakes 
too, and altogether all the circumstances, re- 
sulting from the atmosphere, good as well as 
bad for nations and places, for kings too or 
private individuals. Beneath their orbit, they 
say that there are 30 [36] stars ordered, which 
they call ‘gods of counsel,’ and that half of 
these look to the places above the earth, and 
half under the earth, looking at once at the 
things which fall out among men and in 
heaven. And that, every 10 days, of those 
above to those below a messenger of the stars 
is sent, and of those under the earth to those 
above, in like manner, one. This orbit they 
have defined, established by an eternal cir- 
cuit. But of the gods they say, that 12 are 
lords, to each of which they assign a month 
and one of the 12 signs of the Zodiac. Through 
these they say that the sun and moon and 5 
planets have their orbit—But after the Zodiac 
they separate off 24 stars, of which they say, 
half are set in the Northern part, half in the 
Southern. Of these they assign those visible 
to the living, the inyisible to the dead, which 
they call the judges of the universe. But the 
moon, they say, has its orbit below all these, 
&e.” ii. 30. 1. 

I doubt not that Gesenius combined rightly 
the 12 lords, of the gods, to whom the signs 
of the Zodiac were assigned, and the 24 extra- 
Zodiacal stars, which together make up these 
inferior “gods of counsel.” The whole con- 
text is of astrology. In astrology, while the 
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the watchers,” i. e. of the holy Angels, This it might be, either as the 
decree of God, entrusted to them to execute, or, since the holy Angels 
must needs be of the same mind as God, it may be said to be their decree, 
in that they embraced His. This decree had been first their request. It 
appears from Daniel’s advice to the king, that the sin, for which that 
awful seven-years’ insanity was inflicted upon him, was that common sin 
of conquerors, unmercifulness and oppression}. The word, “the request,” 
gives another glimpse into the interest of the holy Angels in ourselves. 
They too longed that the oppression should cease; and, joining in the 
cry which is ever going up from the oppressed to the Throne of mercy 
and judgment, prayed for that chastisement which was to relieve the 
oppressed and convert the oppressor. But the statement, that it was a 
“request,” precludes the supposition, that the holy Angels had any portion 
in the “decree;” for to “request” and to “decree” relate necessarily to 
different parties. One who can “decree” has no occasion to “request,” 
nor does he. 

All this, from the first book of the Old Testament to the last, is in har- 
mony. Throughout, it was revealed that there were different orders of 
the heavenly beings. This is as clear in Genesis, as in Daniel or Zecha- 
riah. Nor in all this is there any even seeming likeness to anything 
Magian. Had there been any likeness, it must have existed in the Penta- 
teuch as much as in Daniel, since the doctrine in both is one. An un- 
believing Jewish writer, unable to escape the conviction of the oneness of 
the doctrine as to the holy Angels throughout the Old Testament, was, at 
least, consistent in laying down that it is ante-Biblical’, and, (in regard to 
the evil angels,) in asserting the influence of Magism upon the religion of 
the Bible from the beginning, while he admits that such influence cannot 


position of the planets in the heavens was 
held to be of chief import, yet, subordinately, 
so was the position which they occupied in 
the Zodiac at that time, two of the signs being 
the “houses” of each planet while the two 


imaginative addition to the belief in One 
God which was as yet too spiritual and too 
bare for them, and the gulph which they saw 
between God and man, so long as God did 
not appear to them as indwelling in man, 


remaining belonged to the sun and moon. 
(See in Ges. p.854.) While then the 5 planets 
were the “interpreters,” the fixed stars were 
so subordinately, and were called “gods of 
counsel.” Among the Egyptians, the 12 signs 
of the zodiac were called “ gods of counsel,” 
the planets, the “rabdophori;” (Schol. Apoll. 
Rhod. iy. 262. quoted by Wess. on Diod. |. e.) 
so that they occupied the same relative posi- 
tion. Itis onlyin relation then to the planets 
and in astrology, that certain stars were 
called “gods of counsel,” either that by their 
astrological meaning they gave counsel, or 
that they were subordinate advisers to those 
which were reputed to be of primary signifi- 
cance. 1 Dan. iv. 27 Eng. 24 Ch. 
2Through this belief in angels of such 
various sort and of such varied significance, 
there was gained for the ancient Hebrews an 


was filled up satisfactorily. Yet evidently this 
belief was not created to satisfy that need, 
but was adopted from pree-Jahvist views, and 
only recast and developed in conformity with 
Jahvism, [God’s revelation of Himself by 
Moses,] in which way it unquestionably did 
it good service.” Herzf. pp. 278, 9. It is true, 
of course, that the belief of other spiritual 
beings adds to our knowledge of the Creator 
of us all, yet not as “filling np a gulph;” for 
every creature is, of course, alike infinitely 
removed from the Creator. There are no 
steps from the finite to the Infinite. Con- 
trariwise, the conception of beings immea- 
surably above ourselves, yet, together with 
ourselves, infinitely below the Creator, helps 
us, like a long vista in created things, to 
conceive the more of His ever-communicated, 
never-exhausted, infinity of Goodness. 
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be proved’. In one sense, the doctrine of the holy angels was ante- 
Biblical, since one portion is coeval with the closing of the entrance to 
Paradise. But then, of course, its existence in Daniel or any other book 
cannot be any proof of the late date of such books. 

The harmony of the doctrine as to the Angels, from the first to the last, 
might have exempted us from any inquiry as to Magism. But since the 
imagination, that true religion, in both the Old and New Testament, is in 
some way indebted to Magism, is one of the “ veteris vestigia fraudis,” 
which still lingers on from times which knew little of Holy Scripture or 
of Magism, I would point out briefly, that, if anything was borrowed, 
Magism must have been the borrower. And this, both from the character 
of the two religions and people, and also from the age of the books; in 
which the doctrines are contained. 

In regard to the religions, the god of the Aryans, Ahura-mazda?, is not 
the living God, such as He has revealed Himself *, but a being, depending 
partly upon certain co-eternal existences‘, light, space, and time, which 
were also objects of worship®, partly on the physical codperation of what 


1“The inability to shew, in what way the 
Magian religion so early [as Genesis] gained 
this influence upon Israelite views, does not 
entitle us to deny that influence.” Herzfeld, 
G. Isr. ii. 281, 2. 

2Max Miller translates the name “wise 
spirit,’ Science of language, p. 208; Spiegel, 
“very Lord,” Ay. iii. p. 11; Haug, “living 
wise.” 

8Spiegel points out that Ahura-mazda is 
represented as corporeal, (“‘ who has the best 
body,” Yagna 1,2. Farvardian Yast. 80, 81) 
with a soul and fravashi, (Farv. Y. 81. Yac, 26, 
8. Vend. xix, 46, 7) as human beings have 
their body, soul, and fravashi. Mention is 
even made of “ Cpenta-armaiti and thy other 
wives,” (Vispered iii. 21,) of “‘ thy wives,” (Yag. 
38, 2.) and ofa daughter of this Cp. Armaiti and 
Ahura-masda viz. Ashis-vaguhi, (Ashi-Yast n. 
16. Av. iii. p. 164) although (Cp. Arm. is else- 
where daughter of Ahura-mazda. (Gatha 
Ust. 44, 4. Vd. xix. 45.) Av. iii. Einl. p.v. In 
Yag. Ixx. the praise of the body of Ahura- 
mazda intervenes between the praise of 
himself and that of the Amesha-epentas; 
“ Ahura-mazda, the pure, lord of the pure, 
we praise. The whole body of Ahura-mazda 
we praise. All Amesha-¢p. we praise.” n. 10- 
12. Ay. ii. p. 203. Sp. 

4Under the name Qadhata, “self-created,” 
or “self-governed,” (Spiegel, Av. ii. 218. note) 
oceur 1) “light without beginning,” as con- 
trasted with “created lights;” 2) thwasha, 
(Spiegel thinks, “the boundless space of 
heaven” in contrast with Agman, “the firm- 
ament;”) and 3) “Zrvdna akarana,” “un- 
caused time.” (Spiegel, Ay. iii. xxxix. I have 


substituted “uncaused ” for the common ren- 
dering “time without bounds,” on the au- 
thority of Dr. Aufrecht.) Time, light, space, 
then, are co-existent with Ahuramazda. 
Plutarch speaks of the “light,” as the origi- 
nal of Oromasdes, “ Oromasdes sprang out of 
the purest light” (de Is. et Osir. c. 46); and 
later Parsism conceived “uncaused time” 
as his original, although this opinion was 
wrapped up in a myth. (Eznik of Armenia 
5th cent. A.D. “refutation of the false doc- 
trine of the Persians,” in Haug, Essays, pp. 
10, 11,and more concisely, but essentially the 
same, in the proclamation of a Persian gen- 
eral A.D. 450, in Elisseus Hist. of Vartan, 
translated by Neumann, pp. 11, 12.) There 
is no such opinion in the Zendavesta. The 
words rendered by Anquetil, “the boundless 
time has given thee,” are now owned to 
mean, “Cpento-mainyus made, in the un- 
caused time.” Herzfeld (translated by David- 
son, iii. 177) says, that “the ‘time without 
bounds’ of the Magian religion is an attri- 
bute of Ormusd,” on the authority of the 
Hall. LZ. 1845. n. 73. (frtth. G. Isr. p. 460.) 
This is only the theory of a Parsee ‘gentle- 
man, Doshabai, one of the new school, who 
wishes to dress up Parsism as a respectable 
Deism. His language is strange enough, 
below any belief of any of the old heathen 
who were not Atheists. “ Zervdan is the name 
of time, and is an attribute of Ormusd, ap- 
plied to him, because no one knew the be- 
ginning or end of that Lord, the Creator, or, 
in other words, when that Lord [the supreme 
God] was created, or how long He will. exist.” 
5“Praise the self-created firmament, the 
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he is said to have created}. Time is not his creature, nor space his 
presence; they are conditions of his being, independent of himself. In. 
like way, those other beings, which were the objects of Zoroastrian wor- 
ship, are only a more refined form of creature-worship. They are con- 
nected with those elements, on whose harmony God has made the well- 
being of this order of things to depend”. Zoroastrism betrays its original, 
the Aryan creature-worship, to which has been added its characteristic 
Dualism. 

The Zend religion is anything but an original religion. It broke off, at 
some unknown time, from the religion of the Vedas in mutual and 
deadly hatred, which burst out into war, simultaneously with a change 
from the nomad to the agricultural life*} The adherents of the new 
religion continued to be fire-worshipers like the Vedists; they retained, 
with certain: changes, much of the ancient worship‘, but they evinced 
their hatred of their antagonists, by employing the Vedic name for their 
gods generally, “ Devas,” as the title for evil spirits®, and making some of 
the gods themselves, Indra, Sarva®, into devils. “They retained as gods, 
only some of the lesser deities’.”” There is no indication of any such 
changes on the part of the Brahmans*. But withal, the characteristic 


uncaused time, the air which operates on 
high.” Vend. xix.n 44. “I praise the self 
created firmament, &c.” ib. n. 55. ‘I praise 
the brightly shining sky; I praise the unbe- 
gotten (‘unbeginning’ Sp.] lights, self-cre- 
ated.” Vend. xix. 118, 19. Haug, Essays, p. 
217. “I worship stars moon and sun, the un- 
beginning light, the set by itself, [‘self-cre- 
ated’ Sp.] and all the [‘pure’ Sp.] creatures 
of the holy spirit Ormusd.” [“of Cpento- 
mainyus, male and female, the lords of the 
pure.” Sp.] Yacna, i. 45. (Av. ii. pp. 42, 3.) ili. 
59. (Ib. p. 53.) “We praise the unbeginning 
_ lights, the unlimited.” (Yo. xvii. 41. Av. ii. 
p. 92.) “All unbeginning lights we praise.” 
(Yo. Ixx. 45. Av. ii. p. 204.) Gah Uziran, 6 (Av. 
iii. 24.) “The unbeginning lights, which fol- 
low their own laws.” Rashnu Yast, 35. (Av. iii. 
111.) Sfroza, 30. (Av. iii, 202.) See also 
Schlottm. Hiob. pp. 145, 6. 

1See below, pp. 432, 435. 

2See below, p. 431, 2. 

3 Haug, Essays, pp. 248, 9. 

4Tfaug (Ib. pp. 337-40) points out “the iden- 
tity of a good many terms relating to the 
priestly functions,” “the Izeshne ceremony, 
as performed by the Parsee priests now,” 
“the use of the juice of the Soma plant,” 
“the Barsom, or bundle of twigs, used in 
reciting Izeshne,” &e. 

5“ Deva, in all the Vedas and in the whole 
Brahmanie literature, is the name of the 
gods, who are the objects of worship among 
the Hindoos to the present day. In the Zend 
Avesta, from its earliest to its latest parts, 


deva, (modern Pers. div,) is the general name 
of an evilspirit. In the confession of faith, as 
recited to this day, the Zoroastrian religion is 
distinctly said to be vi daévé6, i. e. ‘against 
the devas,’ and one of their most sacred 
books is called vi-daévé-data (now corrupted 
into Vendidad,) i.e. ‘what is given against, or 
for the remoyal of, the devyas.’” Haug, Essays, 
pp. 225, 6. 

6 Ib. p. 230. 

7™ The Devas that are not degraded to 
demons in the Zendavesta are mostly minor 
deities and personifications of nature, the 
natural meaning of which was not forgotten. 
They were not gods, but only bright poetical 
beings in the minds of those who took them 
over. Thus the Buddhists carry about the 
statues of Brahma, Vishnu, Siva and other 
gods; they tolerate them as ornaments, be- 
cause they are not afraid of them.” Prof. 
Max Miller, MS. letter to me. 

8Prof. Max Miller kindly answered my 
inquiries, “I cannot agree with Haug in as- 
cribing the later change of meaning in the 
Sanskrit Asura to a reacting influence of 
Zoroastrianism.—In the most sacred hymns 
of the Brahmans, asura eonstantly stands in 
the sense of ‘god.’ _In the Brahmanas, a new 
name of god springs up, Sura, from suar, 
‘heaven,’ which has nothing to do with asu-ra 
etymologically. But by a kind of irresistible 
etymological impulse, the Sanskrit language 
produced, in opposition to this Sura, a nega- 
tive, A-sura, “not-god,” quite distinct in 
reality from the old asu-ra, though identical 
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error of the Zend religion, its Dualism, was its blot from the first. It is a 
mistake to represent Zarathustra as teaching “monotheism.” Dualism 
is enunciated, in the most distinct way, in what are held to be its oldest 


writings}. 


A religion, starting, like this, in negatives, is not likely to 


have had truth unknown to other Heathenism. 

Nor, in fact, is there anything peculiar in those inferior deities of the 
Persians, more than in those of the Vedic nature-worship of the Aryans 
from which some of them were taken, or those of any other polytheistic 
people. A genius of light”, a genius who presides over marriage’, a 
genius of the earth‘, a genius, identical with the morning wind§, are no 


insound. The Brahmanas are full of legends 
about Suras and Asuras, but there is no trace 
of any Zoroastrian influence, nor do we ever 
meet with one Asura, as in the hymns, but 
always with many.” MS. letter. 

1 Two distinct passages occur in the Gathas, 
which are not affected by any difference of 
translation. 

1) “ These two first-spirits, twins, are known 

to act of themselves, 

In mind and word and act, these two, the 
good and the evil, 

(Choose) between these two; be doers of good 
and not of evil.” 

Gatha ahunayaiti, (Yacna 30.) 3,3. Haug, d. 

Gathas, i. p. 7. Spiegel renders; — 

These two heavenly beings, the twins, first 
allowed from themselves to perceive 
Both, the good and the bad, in thoughts, words 

and works. 
Rightly decided as to them the wise; not so 
the unwise.” 

2) “So will I pronounce two first spirits of 
life; Of which two the holier said to the 
wicked, [the white said to the black,” Essays, 
p. 153.] 

Do not thoughts, do not words, do not under- 

standings, or doctrine; do not sayings, or 

ceremonies, [‘ actions’ ib.] do not meditations, 

do not minds follow (me) ?,” Gatha Uctavaiti, 

(Yaena 45.) 10. 2. Haug, ii. p. 18. Spiegel ren- 

ders: 

‘Now will I announce the two heavenly from 
the world’s beginning; 

Of the two the holy spake thus to the bad; 

Not our spirits, not our doctrines, not our 
understandings, 

Not our wishes, not our speech, not our works, 

Not the laws, not the souls will unite.” Av. ii. 
p. 150. 

The contrast of two primeval beings, one 
good, the other evil, remains in both trans- 
lations. Spiegel observes, “ The term, ‘twins,’ 
applied to the two heavenly beings, almost 
forces one to think of the myth as to the 


origin of the two heavenly spirits, which is | 


found among the Armenian writers, e.g. 


Eznik, according to which Ahura-Mazda and 
Agra-mainyus are both thought of as sons of 
time.” (Avesta, ii. p. 119.) In Spiegel’s trans- 
lation, the Gatha Ahunav. goes on to describe 
the creation by the “twins;” 

4) “As these two heavenly beings came 

together first to create 

Life and perishableness, and how at last the 
world was to be; 

The Bad for the bad; for the pure the best 
Spirit ; 

5) “ Of these two heavenly, the Bad chose 

the bad, (so) acting; 

The holiest Spirit (chose) the pure [neut.], and 
created the most firm heaven 

And those who content Ahura with open 
acting, believing in Mazda.” 

Haug renders these stanzas, 

4) “And thence these two spirits meet 

together ; they create the first, 
Existence and non-existence; and that the 
last should be ; 
An evil life is to the liars, nut to the truthful 
the best mind. 

5) “ Of these two spirits choose (one,) who 
(i. e. one of whom) is liar, doing things most 
wicked; (the other, doing) truth Spirit most 
holy. Whoso girdeth himself with very hard 
sling-stones (Haug, p. 103) and they who ven- 
erate the Living-wise religiously by essential 
actions.” Ib. p. 9. 

2“ Mithra, the Sanscrit form being Mitra.” 
Haug, Ess. p. 280. 

2“ Aryaman, the genius Airyaman of the 
Zend-Avesta.” ib. p. 231. 

4“ Aramati, a female genius in the Vedas, 
meaning 1) devotion, piety, 2) earth, is appar- 
ently identical with the archangel [!] Armaitii, 
which word has exactly the same two mean- 
ings in the Zend-Avesta.” Ib. 231, 2. 

5“The Vedic god Vayu (‘ wind,’ chiefly the 
morning wind) ‘ who first drinks the Soma at 
the morning sacrifice’ is to be recognized in 
the genius Vayu of the Zend-Avesta, who is 
supposed to be roaming everywhere. (see the 
RAm Yasht, p. 194.)”” Haug, p. 232. See Spiegel, 
Ay. iii. xxxiv. 151 sqq. 
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more like angels, than Apollo, or Juno, or Ceres, or Aolus. Yet these 
and the like were part of the original Zoroastrism; for, having been Vedic 
gods, they would not have been imported subsequently. In regard to 
those six beings, who, in the later books, are placed nearest to Ormusd, it 
is agreed that the common title, Amesha-cpentas, “holy immortals,” does 
not occur in the oldest part of the Zendavesta!, and that the names, 
whereby they are severally distinguished, occur there also as names of 
qualities or substances’. The names of three of them occur so fre- 
quently, that it is, I suppose, certain that they are mentioned as living 
beings, although details depend upon interpretations, of which they, who 
have studied those poems most, are not yet agreed upon the first princi- 
ples*. Yet taking these beings as what they became, a group of six invisi- 
ble beings, they help to shew that Zoroastrism is no true Theism *, but 
they do not approach to the nature or office of the holy Angels. Their 
character is below that of the holy Angels, as that of Ahura-mazda is 
below that of the Living God. They are but little removed from, Ahura- 
mazda, are associated with him®, and independent, in great measure, of 
him; on the other hand, they have, each his, or her, or its, own local office. 


1The Gathas. 
p. 220. 

2Spiegel (Av. iii. Einl. p. viii.) owns this. 
Haug would make the names always appella- 
tive in the Gathas, except that of Armaiti; 
but he owns that it is most natural, in some 
places, to understand them to be the names 
of the genii. I cannot but think that he has 
been biassed by his wish to make out Zoro- 
astrism to be a pure monotheism, and to gain 
an earlier date for the Gathas. 

3Spiegel rests chiefly on the traditional 
interpretation, (Av. T. ili. Vorr.;) Haug, on 
comparative philology. 

4In the Behistun inscription, although 
Ahura-mazda is exclusively and repeatedly 
named, as he by whose help Darius con- 
quered, it is twice added, “and the other gods 
which are.” col. 4. par. 12. 4. par. 13. 2. revised in 
Raw). Herod. ii, p.61%.. Both Mithraand Ana- 
itis were worshiped before this time. “Aura- 
mazda is not only called [in the inscriptions] 
‘the great God’ (baga, as also in Yagn. 1xx. 1; 
and, in Yagn. x. 10, baghé is certainly to be 
referred to Ahura,) but also ‘the greatest of 
all gods, (Darius inser. H. Benfey, p. 52) as 
of Mithra it is said, ‘he is the most intelli- 
gent of the gods.’ (Mihr Y.141.) Fortogether 
with Anramazda other gods are mentioned, 
both generally (uta aniyd bagdha Bis. iv. 61, 
2; hadd baqaibis Xerxes A, 28, Ca 15, E. 18; 
hada vithibis bagaibis, Darius, H. 14, 22, 24, 
which signifies the patron-gods of the Ache- 
menidee, the @eot matpdor of Xenophon,) and, 
in the inscriptions of Artaxerxes Mnemon, 
by name, Mithraand Andhita; whence, as has 


Haug noticed this, Essays, 


been shewn elsewhere, it cannot at all be 
inferred, that Artaxerxes introduced these 
worships, but only that he was especially 
deyoted to them.” Windischm. Zoroasir. 
Stud. p. 123. 

5In the following list, I have omitted the 
passages which Spiegel owns to be difficult. 
In others, it will be recolleeted that almost 
every expression is disputed. Still anyhow 
the juxta-position remains. The references 
are to the sections of the Yagna, in which the 
Gathdas lie,in Spiegel’s Avesta, T. ii. “ Mazda, 
[i.e. Ahura-mazda, Ormusd,] Vohwmano, Asha 
who furthereth the world, Armaiti, Khsha- 
thra,”’ are appealed to together, Yag. 33, 11; 
Ahur. Vor. Asha, Arm. and perhaps Haurv. 
Ib. 50,4; Ahur. Vor. Asha, Khsh. are praised 
together, Ib. 49,4. Else those chiefly named 
with Ahura-mazda are, Vohumano, Asha, and, 
(although less frequently,) Armaiti. 

Vohumano is joined with Ahuram. 28, 1. 
prayed to with him and Asha, 34, 6. 48, 7, 
praised with them, 28, 3. 34, 15. 49, 7; the 
sight of them is the object of desire; 28, 5. 
his creatures are spoken of, his works, “for 
those who labor with the driven cow,” 34, 14. 
28, 10. his goods, 31, 10, 34, 2. 45, 2. nurtured 
by him, 34, 3. his good dwelling, (joined with 
that of Ahur. and Asha,) 30, 10. 32, 15. Ahur. 
has like dwelling with him and Asha, 43, 9. 
his kingdom, 33, 5. kingdoms, 45, 16, joined 
on to those of Asha and Arm ib. (and per- 
haps 34, 11.) As to his personal being, Khsha- 
thra is said to come with him and _ Asha, 30, 7. 
(see Haug. i. pp. 105, 6) and with him alone, 
30,8; he is said to be “given as help” with 
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The six were, 1) Vohumano, (Bahman,) “the good mind,” (neuter) 
which had the care of cattle; 2) Asha-vahista, (Ardi-bihist) “the best 
purity,” (neuter) which had the charge of fire and what relates to it; 3) 
Khshathra-vairya, (a neuter,) Shahrevar, which was in charge of metals 
below the earth; 4) Cpenta-armaiti, a sort of female genius of the earth}, 
and in charge of it; 5) Haurvatit, who makes water to flow over the 
earth ; 7) Ameretat, who protected trees and fruits. Both “are identified 
with the things they protect®.”. What have such beings as these, mere 
genii, with their physical occupations, in common with the Angels and 
Archangels of Holy Scripture? So connected are they with the things of 
which they are the genii, that Spiegel says, “*it is a practice not unusual 
in the Zend-Avesta, that the name of the Amesha-cpenta is put for the 


thing entrusted to his care.” 
metal.” 


“4 Khshathra-vairya is directly called 


But, on the other hand, from a radical defect in heathen conception of 
God, they, like the gods of all heathenism, were too independent of Ahura- 
mazda, to have any bearing on our belief in Angels. Late books speak of 


Asha and Khsh. 29,10. A diligent agricul- 
turist is said to be in the service of Vohum. 
and Asha, 33, 3. 

Asha invoked with Ahura-mazda, [in the 
plur.] 31, 4. with Ahur. [sing.] 34, 3, 4. 47, 9. 48, 
6. 49, 5, with Ahur. and Arm. 50,2. Ahwra-m. 
has the same will as Asha, 28, 8. 45, 18; 
created sacred poem in union with Asha, for 
the cow, [earth] 29, 7. Zarathustra desired 
of us, Ahur. and Asha, 29, 8. Ahur. and Asha 
rule, 47, 9, are worshiped together, 28, 9. 
(comp. Haug) are thought of together, 45, 17. 
Asha is joint-creator of the earth, 29, 2, has the 
“drujas,” (evil genii, mostly female, Spiegel, 
Ay. iii. p. 1.) given into his hand, (30, 9.) will 
slay them, 47,1. There is no protector save 
Ahur. and Asha, 49,1. reward is asked from 
Asha, 28,7. 47,8. long life, 28,6; to “obtain 
the cow from Asha,” 50, 4. (See also above 
with Vohwmano.) 

Khshathra is scarcely mentioned by him- 
self. See above with Vohumano. 

Armaitis, female genius of the earth, is en- 
throned with Asha, where Vohumano reigns, 
and Ahur. dwells, 45, 16. she belonged to 
Ahur. (“in thee was Armaitis, in thee was the 
former of the [cow] earth;” Haug, i. pp. 11, 
136) 31,9. “she gave strength to the body,” 
“created the body,’ Haug,) 30, 7. she is 
invoked for “riches, blessing and the life of 
Vohum.” (“possession of a good mind” Haug,) 
42,1. she, “the good agent, is the daughter 
of Ahuram.” 44, 11. (See also above with 
Vohumano and Asha.) 

Haurvatdt and Ameretdt, who, elsewhere 
also, are almost always named together, are 
just named, “that H. and A. may be rulers,” 


28 


43,17; “what H. and A. have promised me,” 
43,18; “ Asha’s words,” were created as help 
for A. as a reward for H.” 33,8; they come to 
the obedient. 44, 5. 

1Burnouf sur le Yaena, p. 157. 

2 Spiegel, Av. ii. p. 50. 8 Ib. iii. p. viii. 

4Ib. p. x. “Khshathra we praise; the 
metals we praise.” Visp. n. 23. 1. Av. ii. 30. 
Hence the formula, “ for Khsh., for the metal, 
for the compassion which nourishes the 
beggar.” Siroza,n.4. Av. iii. 198. Yast, d. 7 
Amsh, 16. pp. 34 and 36. The name Khsha- 
thra vairya is even used for a “pointed 
metal-instrument,” or “knife.” Wend. ix. 21. 
Av. i. 164. and Spiegel’s note 1. Vend. xvii. 17. 
Ib. 164 and note 1. So of Qpenta Armaiti 
(female genius of the earth,) “we praise 
thee, (our) dwelling, (penta Armaiti,” Yac. 
17. 53. Av. ii. 92. So Yas. iii. 2. “ Haurvatat 
and Ameretat with the well-made cow,” stand 
for the things offered to Ahuramazda and the 
Amesha-cpentas. (See Spiegel, Av. ii. 50. note.) 
Again Haurvatat and Ameretat are identified 
with the things which they have in charge, in 
these formule; “ For Haurvatat the lord, for 
the yearly good dwelling, for the years the 
lords of the pure, for Ameretat, the lord, for 
the fullness relating to the herds, for the corn 
for the horses ;” Yast, d.7 Amsh. 3. Ay. iii. 35. 
“Haurvatat the Amesha-cpenta we praise; 
the yearly good dwelling we praise ;” and so 
on, ib. p. 36. “Haurvatat and Ameretat con- 
quer hunger and thirst.” Zemyad Yast, n. 16. 
iii. 184. So as to Ardvicura, “I praise the 
water Ardyciura, the pure, the full-flowing,” 
&e. Yag. n. 64. Av. ii, 192. add Ormusd-Yast. 
n. 32, Av. iii. 32. 
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them as his creatures}, or again of him, as their father and lord, yet plac- 
ing them at the same time on a level with him’. 

Any independence whatsoever of God is, of course, radically at variance 
with any true conception of God. God is All, His creatures nothing, save 
what, by His Will, they hold from Him. This truth is guarded through- 
out the Old Testament. The very name, “ Angel,” expresses, that they 
are “messengers” of God, a higher order of spirits, ministering, accord- 
ing to His Will, to the lower, man. Or, like the Seraphim, they are seen 
in adoring love, about His throne*. Whether or no all heavenly beings 
have, at times, any office for man, yet, nowhere in Holy Scripture, does 
any, even the highest, so act, save as commissioned by God. They speak 
and act in His Name. 

It is then a mere misnomer, thatsome have called the Amesha-cpentas, 
“ Archangels,”’ meaning to liken the Zoroastrian notion to the Christian 
belief‘. They scarcely form a class by themselves; but, in any case, 
they are wanting in that one essential characteristic of every good 
creature, however exalted, that they are simply® ministers of God, to do 
His pleasure. 

Then too they are, practically, not distinguishable from the other genil, 
who rank after them ®, 

The six Amesha-c¢pentas have the precedence in the dry, insipid invoca- 
tions of Parsism. They are invited to the sacrifice, next after Ahura- 
mazda’, They are invited before “*the body and soul of the” fabulous 
primeval “ Cow,” or “®the fire of Ahura-mazda, who comes the readiest of 
the Amesha-cpentas,” &c. But practically, several of the other objects of 
worship or gods, the Izads, seem to have bten thought more powerful. 
Of Mithra, the god of light, ‘* possessor of wide plains, who has 1000 ears 


1See note 4, p. 363. Christianity to trick out Magism, with the 
2Faryv. Y. 83. “All which seven are of like view of reducing them to one level. 
mind, all seven of like speech, all seven like 5 Ps, ciii. 21. 
in acting. Like is their mind, like their 6“The word ‘ Yazata’ means properly, 
word, like their action, like is their father ‘worthy of worship, worthy of sacrifice, and 
and ruler, viz. the creator Ahuramazda.” must also often in the Avesta be stiil taken in 


But Ahuram. is one of the “seven;” so the its original meaning. The expression bagha, 
words are self-contradictory as they now god, is probably nearly identical with it. 
stand. 3 Is. vi. There seems to be no very defined line of 
4“ Archangel” is a title belonging to the demarcation between the Amesha-cpentas’ 
New Testament, not to the Old. Another and Yazatas, as,in fact, Ahuramazda himself 
grave misstatement of the like sort, is the is in some places called Yazata.” Spiegel, 
substitution of “guardian angels” for“ Fra- Av. iii. Einl. xii. “ Yazatas (now Izads) cor- 
vashis.” The Fravashis are nothing less. responds to the Vedic Yajata, i.e. ‘a being 
They are a strange abstraction. For Ahura- who deserves worship’. The modern Per- 
mazda himself and the Amesha-cpentas also — sian _Yazddn, ‘God, is the plural of this word 
have their Fravashi. In the Vendidad, Yazata.” Haug, Essays, p. 175. 
Ahura-mazda is made to say, “Praise my 7Yagna, i. 5. ii. iii. 3. vi. 2. vii. 1. In Yaona, 
Fravashi, mine, Ahura-mazda’s, (19. 46) the iv. 4. Graosha is interposed before them, Av. 
greatest, best, most beautiful, &c. (47) whose iii.54. In their Yast, after the two first there 
soul is the holy word.” (48) So, according to are interposed Airyama-ishya (the Vedic 
this paraphrase, the supreme god of Mag- deity Aryaman, Haug, Essays, p. 221) and 
ism, and its “Archangels” would have their Caoka, 8 Yaona, i. 6. 
“suardian angels.” This is stealing from %his ordinary title. Av. iii. 79. &c. He is 
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and 10,000 eyes,” Ahura-mazda is made to say, “'I created him, as 
worthy of worship and praise as myself;” of Tistrya, the dog-star, he is 
made to add, “?as worthy to be satisfied, as upright as myself.” Ahura- 
mazda is said to have sacrificed to Mithra’, as also to Ardyi-etra Anahita, 
who in Syria became infamous as Anaitis‘, the genius of water, the fer- 
tilizer of the earth; of whom also ‘“‘*he prayed the favor, ‘grant me, O 
good, most beneficial Ardvi-¢ira, spotless, that I may unite myself with 
the son of Pourashaspa, the pure Zarathustra, so that he thinks according 
to the law, speaks according to the law, acts according to the law.’ Then 
Ardvi-ciira the spotless, granted to him [Ahuram.] this favor, to him who 
ever brings, gives, offers, sacrifices, who prayeth the givers [femin.] for a 
favor.” Indeed, as man, in his wants, looks most to those from whom he 
expects most, one should think that those whose great gifts to the heroes 
of old who prayed to them are recited, Anaitis*, Gosh? or the Cow, or 
Ashis-vaguhi ®, or, again, those who were held to give the gifts which men 
most desire, would probably be more worshiped than he, who was, in 
the abstract, owned to be the supreme god. Even Israel did so in the 
idolatries, into which it fell before the captivity ; in Magism such idolatry 
was an essential part of the religion. 

Accordingly we find a wide-spread worship of Anahita and Mithra, 
rooted in the countries of Parsism, and more popular, apparently, than 
that of Ahura-mazda. In regard to Anaitis, Windischmann sums up, 
“9 Anaitis had, in the midst of institutions plainly Zoroastrian and 
together with beings of the same religious system, a far-spread worship 
in Persia, Bactria, Media, Elymais, Cappadocia, Pontus, and Lydia; her 
temples are at Babylon, Susa, Ecbatana, Konkabar, Sardis, Hierocesarea, 
and Hypepa, in Damascus, Zela, Ariselene, an Armenian province. Her 
worship was provided with priests and hieroduloi, and connected with 
mysteries, feasts, and unchaste ways. The Persian Saciacs were con- 
nected with her, holy cows were dedicated to her. Artaxerxes Mnemon 
first set up statues to her—thereby introducing image-worship into Per- 
sia. The worship of an Aphrodite among the Persians, which Herodotus 


called “ the first heavenly Yazata,” Mihr Y. n. 6 Tb. n. 21-83, 90, 1, 97-99, 104-18. Ahura- 


13. iii. 81. 

1Mihr Yast, n. 1. Av. iii. 79. “to be of the 
same rank and dignity, (as far as worship is 
concerned) as I myself am.” Haug, Ess. p. 
183 2 Tistar-Yast, n. 50. Av. ili. 72. 

3 Mihr Y. n. 123. Av. iii. 99. 

4 Windischmann, Ub. d. Pers. Anahita od. 
Anaitis. Munchen, 1846. 4. 

5 Aban Yast, n. 17, 18. Av. iii. 45, 6. Spiegel 
says, “Here, as often in the Yasts, Ahura- 
mazda is represented as standing in need of 
the help of individual genii, which, taken ac- 
curately, is absurd, for they are his creatures, 
and have received their strength from him.” 
Ib note. The inconsistency could not have 
been, where there was any true conception 
of God, a real Theism. 


. 


mazda, and the old heroes and maidens sac- 
rificed also to Ramaqa4c¢tra (Ram Yast 2-21. 
Ay. iii. 151-6.) “To him sacrificed the Creator 
Ahura-mazda.—He begged of him this favor, 
Give me, O air thou that workest aloft, that I 
may slay among the creatures of Agramain- 
yus, as one who to (pentamainyus” (belong- 
eth.) Ib.2,3. Spiegel says, “It almost seems 
as if the writer considered the air as a deity 
on a level with Ahuram. and so belonging to 
the Qadhatas. Otherwise, it were absurd 
that the creature grants his good-will to the 
Creator.” p 176. note. 

7 Gosh Yast, throughout, Ay. iii. 74-9. 

8 Ashi Yast, n. 24-52. Av ili 165-8, 


9 Windischmann, tub. Anahita, pp. 19, 20. 
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attests, allow us not to question its early date.” It lived on in Armenia, 
with that of Vahagn or Virathragna, until Armenia was converted by 8S. 
Gregory}, and, while Ahuramazda was recognized as the creator, Anaitis 
was associated with him, as an equal source of the greatness of Ar- 
menia’. 

The worship of Mithra we hear of in Greek authors, from their first 
acquaintance with Persia. Xenophon introduces Cyrus, swearing “by 
Mithra®.” Herodotus mentions a “ Mitradates” (“given by Mitra*”) 
and that, a peasant, the herdsman of Astyages®; and a “ Mitrobates,” 
(probably the same name corrupted,) a Satrap under Cyrus or Cambyses®; 
a Mithridates was a trusted Eunuch under Xerxes’; a Mithridates ac- 
companied Cyrus against Artaxerxes II.°; a Mithridates was the Satrap 
of Lycaonia and Cappadocia under Artaxerxes IJ.*; the ultimate 
founder of the kingdom of Pontus was a Mithridates, Satrap of Phrygia, 
under the same”. Then it became the name of the kings of Pontus; it 
occurs as the proper name in the line of the Arsacidz, kings of Par- 
thia"; a king of Media Atropatene, a king of Cappadocia, two kings of 
Commagene, bore the name”. But the corresponding title, Hormisdates, 
Hormisdas, “given by Ormusd,” does not, I believe, occur until the re- 
vival of Magism under the Sassanide, when it became the name of some 
of their kings. One of the greatest Persian festivals, Mihragin’’, was in 
honor of Mithra; and while the Persian empire was still in being, *‘*the 
satrap of Armenia sent the king yearly 20,000 colts for the Mithriacs.” 
Deceit against Mithra is a chief and most deadly sin. Morally, it relates to 
breach of promises or compacts, and is especially punished by law”. 
Yet Mithra himself was held to punish it, especially in making “ Mithra- 


1 Windischmann, tib. Anahita, pp. 19, 20. 
2“And those who are really ‘makers,’ thou 


insultest, and the great Artemis, [Anahita,]in _ 


whom the country of Armenia lives and hath 
life, and with her the most mighty Zeus, 
[Ahura-mazda,] the maker of heaven and 
earth, and after him, the other gods thou hast 
called lifeless and speechless.” Tiridates to 
S. Gregory, in Agathangelos Hist, of convers. 
of Armenia, c. 4. n. 28, Acta Sanctt. Sept. 30. 
T. viii. p. 335. quoted by Wind. Ib, p. 22. 

3 Cyrop. vili. 3. 53. Gicon. ec. 4, n. 24, 

4See Pott, Etym. Forsch. T. i. pp. xlvii. sqq. 
Rosen, in Journal of Edueation ix, p, 334 
quoted by Smith, Biogr. Dict. ii, 1093. 

5 Her, i110. Sir H. Rawl. thinks that Atra- 
dates in Nicol, Damase, is the Median equiva- 
lent to it, “Atra” or “Adar” signifying the 
“sun” or “fire.” in Rawl. Her, i p. 252. 

6 Her. iii, 120, 126. 7 Diod. xi, 69, 
> §Xen. Anab, ii 5 9, 

9Ib vii 8. pen. 

10 Ariobarzanes IT. Satrap of Phrygia (Curt. 
ii, 6) got possession of his kingdom after his 
death in 362, Diod, xv. 90e He himself be- 


trayed his father Ariobarzanes. Xen, Cyrop. 
viii. 8. 4. See Clinton, F. H. 1i 431 ed. 2. 

1lSee in Smith, Biogr, Dict. i, 354-6. 

12See Smith, Ib. ii. 1094. Mithrenes, and 
Mithrobarzanes (first mentioned under Artax- 
erxes II. Diod. xi. 91, three others are men: 
tioned ;) Rheomithras, (ander the same,) are 
other traces of the worship of Mithra, Pott 
also puts together, Ithanutres, (Her, viii, 130, 
1x. 102) Ithamatres, (Ib. vil. 67) Svromitres, (vii. 
68, 79) Harmamithres, (vii. 88) Mitraios, (Xen. 
Hell. ii. 1. 6) Mitragathes (Aisch. Pers. 43.) 
Mithraustes. (Arr. iii, 8. 9.) 

18 Hyde, De Rel. Vett. Pers. p, 245. Duris, 
(B. C. 320-281), Hist. vii. (in Ath, x. 45. p, 434. 
Cas.) mentions the greatness of the festival. 
Windischm. Mithra, p, 57. 

14Strabo, xi, 14. 9, p, 530. Cas, Wind. p. 58. 

46 The 4th Fargard of the Vendidad, which 
is on criminal law, assigns the punishments 
for “ Mithra-deceit,” at 300, 600, 700, 800, 900, 
1,000, stripes, (Sp. Av, i. p, 93, n, 24~35) ‘‘ where- 
as 200 stripes are elsewhere a very great pun- 
ishment, which is very seldom exceeded.» 
Spiegel, Ay. i. p. 89, 
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deceivers,” “ Anti-mithras,” powerless in war', so that the title seems 
very mainly to include foreign enemies, or non-Parsees”. Mithra is asso- 
ciated as the equal of Ahura-mazda*. “ Ahura and Mithra, the two im- 
perishable pure; and the stars, the creatures of Gpentomainyus.” Not 
the name only of Mithra, but his relation to other gods is Indian 4, so that 
the mode of his worship, as well as his actual worship, must have been 
coeval with Parsism. 

More remarkable still is the worship of Haoma, as identical with the 
Soma of the Vedas. “*Soma is, in the Vedas, not only the holy sacrifi- 
cial drink. It is also itself a god. So Haoma in the Zend-Avesta is not 
only a plant, but is also a mighty genius; in both, the ideas of the 
heavenly genius and the holy juice of the plant work marvelously into 
each other®.” Both are the causes of the birth of heroes’; their “ gifts 
are immortality, firmness, health of body, long life, protection against 
unforeseen accidents *.” “The worship is spoken of in the Avesta as pra- 
Zoroastrian °.” 

Yet these their gods, were in their turn, dependent on man. “It is 
known,” says Spiegel ®, “that the genii of the Parsees are just as much in 
need of men, as men of the geni. If these deities do not receive from 
men the prescribed sacrifices, they become powerless and unable to 
accomplish their duties, unless Ahura-mazda sees himself occasioned to 


help them in a supernatural and unusual manner. 


enough in the Yasts!.” 
the sacrifices of man to him". 


1 Mihr, Yast n. 17. Av. iii. 83. Wind. n.18sqq. 
p. 3. 2 Tb. 20, 21, 23, 24, 26-80. 

3 Yac. i. 34. Av. ii. p. 40. Add Yo. ii. 44. ili. 
48. “Come to our help, Mithra and Ahura, 
the great ones.” Qarset-nydyis. 9. (Av. iii. 2.) 
““M. and A. the two great, imperishable, pure, 
we praise.” Mihr-nyayis 3 (Av. iii. 12.) “ Where- 
fore may these come to our help, M. and A. 
the great ones, yea M. and A. the great ones.” 
Mihr Y. n. 113. (Av. iii. 97.) 

4See Windischm. p. 54. 

5 Windischm. Uber d. Soma Cultus d. Arier, 
from Abhandl. J. K. Ak. d. Wiss. T. iv. P. 2. p. 
1382. 

6 W. proceeds; “The most important places 
on this personified Haoma are in the 9th and 
10th Ha of the Yagna, which are illustrated by 
striking analogies of the hymn of the Rig- 
Veda, hymn 91.” “In early dawn came Ha- 
oma to Zarathustra, who was purifying his 
holy fire and repeating prayers. Z. asked 
him, ‘ What man art thou, whom, in the whole 
existing world, I see the noblest, on account 
of his immortal life?’ Haoma the pure, the 
disease-removing, answered me; ‘I am, O. Z., 
Haoma, the pure, &e. Invoke me, holy one; 
drop me out to be tasted, praise me with 


. 


This idea occurs often 


And not only so, but, if the translation be cor- 
rect, they needed it for themselves. 


Mithra’s immortality depended on 


praise, as the pure have praised me before thee.’ 
Thereon said Z. ‘ Honor the Haoma.’”’ Ib. 

7“ Haoma was the cause of the birth of Jima 
and the blessings of his time; so Rig-veda to 
Soma, ‘through thy guidance have our noble 
fathers, O glorious, obtained treasures from 
the gods.’” W. p. 134. “On the gifts of sons 
see Samoveda, (W. p. 135) Rig-veda.” Ib. p. 137. 

8“ Its [the Haoma’s] gifts are immortality, 
&e. all, traits which agree with those produced 
out of the Veda.” W. p. 187. The parallel 
goes into even more detail, as of marvelous 
birds. Ib. p. 139. 

9On Aban Yast, n. 9. Ay. ili. p. 44. 

10 “See Yast, 8. 13 sqq. 10, 34 sqq. &e.” Ib. 

“J am the beneficent protector of all 
creatures; I am the beneficent preserver of 
all creatures; and yet men do not sacrifice 
to me with named offerings, as they sacrifice 
to the other Yazatas with named offerings. 
For if men sacrificed to me with named 
offerings, as they do to the other Yazatas 
with named offerings, I should advance from 
the momentary, passing, limited, period, to 
the proper, lasting, undying, unlimited life.” 
Mihir Yast, n. 54, 5. Wind. transl. p. 7, and n, 
74. p. 9. 
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It is then a mere myth, to speak of the relative purity of early Magism, 
on the ground that, in five songs, consisting of not more than 404 lines of 
a longer and 494 of a shorter measure, which would occupy some 27 
pages, there is no mention of the sacrificial rites, or of the generic names 
of the Amesha-cpentas or the Yazatas, when it is certain that those gods 
must have been always worshiped, and those offerings always made. 
And yet in those same songs there is the distinctest enunciation of dual- 
ism. Yet the god of dualism is, ipso facto, not less removed from the 
conception of the One Living God than Bel or Zeus or Jupiter or any 
other heathen god, with the overruling fate. 

2) Then, also, in regard to the history of the two nations, however the 
Jewish people were seduced into the sensuality of idolatry, it is not even 
alleged that, in any case before the Captivity, the sacred writers admitted 
anything from profane sources. Contrariwise, on the approach of the 
captivity, Isaiah warned beforehand against the fundamental error of 
Parsism. It isin the prophecy of Cyrus by name, after the mention of 
the victory which God would give him, and of His call of him‘, that God 
immediately inculcates anew the fundamental truth, that there is no God 
but He Alone, and that He is the Creator of those which the Persians 
held to be primeval principles. ?Z am the Lord, and there is none else; I 
form the light, and create darkness ; I make peace, and create evil. As we 
had no ground, from the original of Parsism, to look for any character- 
istic truth in it, so even beforehand we see the truth, (as it must be,) in 
direct antagonism to its error. The portion of Isaiah which bears upon 
the captivity and the deliverance from it, is full of challenges to all the 
objects of worship in heathenism. Jeremiah gives the Jews a Chaldee 
formula *, wherewith to answer the heathen, who asked them why they 
did not worship their idols. Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Jeremiah denounced 
punishment for the worship of the heavenly influences*. Daniel’s history 
is in harmony with this, that pious Jews were willing to give their lives, 
rather than deny God by worshiping any but Him. 

I said “the sacred writers.” But as to the Jewish people also, idola- 
tries, not abstractions, were its temptations. The besetting sin of the 
Jews before the Captivity was idolatry. We have a long experience of 
their character in this, the experience of 900 years®. Nay we have the 
experience of every heathen nation. Whatever they took, they took 
wholly. Whether the Jews took the worship of Baal or Ashtoreth, or the 
Romans the Bacchanalia, or subsequently the worship of Mithra, they 
took the gods as gods. The temptation was to worship something nearer 
and more like themselves, from whom they hoped to gain the things of 
daily life, or to avoid evils, or for its sensuality. But the objects of 
Magian worship, under whatever name, whether Amesha-¢pentas or 
Izeds, Anaitis or Mithra, were just as much objects of idolatry, as ever 
Baal or Ashtoreth had been; nay, they were the corresponding gods. 


1Is. xly. 1-6, 4fs. Ixy. 11, 12, Jer. xliv. 15-28, Ezek. viii. 
2 Tb. 6, 7. 3 Jer. x. 11. 15,16. ® From the Exodus to the captivity. 


a 
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The temptations to worship them were just the same. But it is not in 
human nature, certainly it was not in Jewish nature, to abstract the being 
from the object of worship. It és in human nature to worship an angel, 
if any one thought that he could obtain what he wanted, more easily than 
he could from God; it is not in human nature to form to himself (if one 
so may speak,) an Angel out of a false god; to substitute a being to whom 
he should stand in no direct relation, from whom he had nothing to gain, 
for one from whom those, whom he is to have copied, thought that they 
gained the necessaries of life. But such, it is self-evident, is the charac- 
teristic of the Angels in the Old Testament as far as they have offices for 
us. Unless God made them in any case, the disclosers of His Will, or 
gave them an office to man, they were believed to be, in their offices for 
man, unknown, invisible, “ministering, spirits,’ doing whatsoever offices 
for man God willed, but not doing anything at the request of man. 

It is, again, in human nature, when it has come to see the falseness of 
its false worship, if it will not accept the truth, to trick out its fables anew, 
and form abstractions of its false gods. So did Alexandrian philosophy 
over-against the Gospel; so is neo-Parsism doing at this day. This it 
does in self-defence, over against the truth, which it will not receive. It 
makes to itself as plausible a counterfeit as it can. It throws a veil over 
the grossness of its error, in presence of the light. But it is not in human 
nature, to adopt, in a refined form, the errors of others. Error has no 
intrinsic winningness for man, who was formed in the image of the Truth, 
Almighty God. To soften errors which he will not abandon, is a natural 
compromise with truth. Man’s self-respect demands it of him; it is a 
tribute to the truth which he rejects, forced upon him by the yearnings 
of his nature which he stifles, and it is one of the subtlest snares of Satan. 

The original error belonged to the coarser side of human nature, man’s 
animal requirements or his passions. The refinement of his discovered 
error belongs to the sin of his intellectual nature, his pride. Both have 
their pleas. But there is no temptation to trick out or refine an error not 
his own. Least of all was this the character of the Jewish mind. 

On the other hand, it is admitted that the Persians were, of all nations, 
the most impressible and the most imitative’. In the time of Cyrus, they 
had adopted religious symbols, originally Egyptian; in that of Darius, 
they had borrowed others from the Assyrians’. Herodotus says, “* they 
have learned in addition, to sacrifice to Urania, (i. e. Mylitta,) from the 
Arabians and Assyrians.” Ammianus Marcellinus ascribes the Semitic 
admixture, which has been observed‘, to Zarathustra himself; “*®he 
added many things from the secret lore of the Chaldeans.” Artaxerxes 
IL. brought in image-worship*®. It would then be 4 priori probable, both 
from their known character and from other facts, that they would borrow 
from the Hebrews anything which commended itself to them. 

8) But the Zend books, which have any bearing on the revealed doc- 


1See ab. Lect. iii. p. 162. 4in ZS. D. M. G. v. 221 sqq. vi. 78 sqq. 
2 See Sir H. Rawl. in Rawl. Herod. i. p. 270. n. 5 Amm. M. xxiii. 6. 
3. Layard’s Nineveh, ii. c.7. ? Herod. i. 181. 6S. Clem. Al. Exh. ad gentes, p. 48. Sylb. 
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trines of the Old or New Testament, are acknowledged to be late. On the 
one hand, the tradition of the Parsees themselves is of a general destruc- 
tion of their books under Alexander. This looks like an apology for the 
absence of ancient books, but is “!the unanimous belief of the Parsees up 
to this time.” They give a list, moreover, of the literature, such as they 
allege it to have been collected in post-Christian times by the Sassanide, 
containing additions to what they suppose it to have contained in the 
time of Alexander”. Out of twenty-one books, which they enumerate, 
two only have any bearing upon the books now extant*®. They mention 
books on physics, law, medicine, panegyrics of men and angels, fabulous 
history ‘, duties of the irreligion and morals; but they make no mention 
of what is how accounted the oldest part of the Avesta®, nor again of the 
modern §, which has been mainly cited for approximations to the faith of 
Jews or Christians. 

The question, moreover, does not depend on the date of Zoroaster, 
which those, who have most studied the subject, give up as a hopeless 
problem’; nor even on the age of some of the songs, or of the basis of the 
rules of purifying, or whether a fragment, here and there, can be recovered 
of ancient date. It is admitted that the books have come down by an 
unwritten tradition, and it is of the nature of that unchecked tradition in 
any human system to receive modifications, as it rolls onward. “There 
are no facts,” says Max Muller$, “to prove that the text of the Avesta, in 
the shape in which the Parsees of Bombay and Yezd now possess it, was 
committed to writing, previous to the Sassanian Dynasty,” which began 
“226 A.D.” Spiegel says, “® Evidently very little in the writings of the 
Avesta, preserved to us, comes from Zarathustra himself; most comes 
from different and mostly late authors.” “?°The grounds for ascribing 
the authorship to Zarathustra are utterly untenable.” Then, as to its 
borrowing from others, Spiegel says; “1! In this historical time, the Per- 
sians have certainly borrowed manifoldly from their more cultivated 
Semitic neighbors.” He lays it down as a rule; “If we find any view in 
the later books, contradicting the clear letter of the earlier, we may 
unhesitatingly assume it to be later; if it clearly sounds like any foreign 
doctrine, we may mostly assume that it was borrowed.” Burnouf also 
thought that “the Zend fragments, which have reached us under the 


1 Haug, Essays, p. 124. 

2Itis given by Haug, pp. 125-7. It is taken 
from “two collections of decisions of Des- 
toors,” of which the earliest was made early 
in our 17th century, “about 250 years ago.” 
Ib. 125. note. 3n. 20. the Vendidad, “ on 
removal of uncleanness,” and n. 1, their wor- 
ship of the Yazatas or gods. 

4“]1. Vishtusp Nosk, 60 ch. (in Alexan- 
der’s time only 10,) on the reign of king 
Gustasp and his conversion to the religion, 
and its propagation by him throughout the 
world. 13. Safand, on the miracles of Zoro- 
aster, &c.” 


5“The Yaona (Izeshne) is not mentioned 
at all, or the Visparad.” Haug, p. 128. The 
Yagna contains the Gathds and the Yacna 
Heptanhaiti, written in the oldest dialect. 
Ib. p. 161. 

6The Bundehesh. See above pp. 516, 17. 

TAs Lassen, “It will never be possible to 
fix his date.” Ind. Alt. i. 754. 

8On the Veda and Zend-Avesta, p. 24. 

* Avesta, p. i. 13. quoted by Hengst. Christ. 
iii. 2.p.75. WId.i.54.ib, MId. i. 374. ib. 

12 Yagna, p. 351, referred to ib. Haug alone 
imagines them earlier, building ona fanciful 
analogy with “the sacred literature of the 
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name of Zendavesta, are subsequent to the mixture of the Babylonian 
worship and of the ancient religion of the people of Aria, and that they 
were collected in a country where this mixture prevailed.” 

The analogy fails in every way. 1) There is no evidence, that the 
books, upon the extent of which Haug lays stress, ever existed. If they 
ever existed, many of them are on secular subjects and have no relation 
to Magism. 2) A tradition, resting on no written document, as to the 
titles, subjects, number of chapters of books, said to have existed some 
2000 years before, more or less, would not be listened to, except to prop 
up asystem. 3) The mere statement of the number of chapters, of which 
21 books exist, does not necessarily involve the size of those books. The 
chapters, said by the Destoors to have existed before Alexander, amount 
to 626. The Hebrew Bible, as stated in the preface to our English Bibles 
(which counts the Psalms as so many chapters,) consists of 921 chapters ; 
the New Testament, of 260: the Apocrypha, of 172. 4) The tradition con- 
tradicts that of the destruction of the books by Alexander, since this 
states, of four of the books, that some seven-ninths were added to them, 
after Alexander. This relates to the facts. But in matter of principle, 
5) There is neither development nor corruption in the Avesta, for all alike 
is corrupt; dualism, (which is inconsistent with the idea of God,) and the 
worship of inferior gods, tainted it from the first. 6) It has no history. 
In the O. T. there is a continual history of the revelation for above 1000 
years, during which revealed truth was enlarged. But the length of time 
was no necessary condition of the maturing of the revelation. When our 
Lord came, fuller truth was revealed in less than four years from the 
beginning of His Ministry to the Day of Pentecost. 

Amid this radical and essential difference between the error and the 
truth, it is almost inconceivable that people should have repeated so often 
and so long, that the Amesha-c¢pentas were the originals of the Archan- 
gels; and that, on such grounds as these; 1) and chiefly, the number. If 
the supreme god of Parsism is counted in with his supposed creatures, 
the number seven is made out, (as it is in some of the Yashts ?,) but only 
so. People have then their choice, either to give up this point of the 
similarity of numbers, or to own that the Persians made their supreme 
god, only first of a class, “primus inter pares.” And, in the book of 
Tobit, it is mentioned that there are seven angels, (it is not said, “ Arch- 
angels,”) “? which present the prayers of the saints and which go in and 
out before the Holy One?.” ‘To “present the prayers of the saints ” is no 
office of the Amesha-cpentas; nor will it be readily believed that the 
number “seven” will identify a system in which the creator is counted 
with his creatures, with one, in which the highest creatures appear as 
servants in presence of their Lord. 


Jews,” which, “to be dated from the earlier of about 2,400 years.” (Essays, p. 129.) Had 
times of Moses (between 1300 and 1500, B. C.) Haug known the Talmud, he could scarcely 
down to the close of the Talmudic literature have placed it and the Old Testament 
960 A.D. [rather, about 500 A.D. See Wolf, together. 

Bibl. Hebr. ii. pp. 658 sqq.] comprises a space 1Yasht 3, 26. Yasht 4, title. 2 xii. 15. 
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2) In each there is to have been a “heavenly Council,” in which God 
or Ahuramazda are to have deliberated with creatures. There is no 
trace of any such council in Parsism ; in the Old Testament, it is rejected 
as a thing abhorrent from faith. 1 Who hath known the mind of the Lord ? 
or who, being His counselor, hath taught Ham ? 

3) They are to have had the common offices of “ watching from the 
height over the soul*.” In regard to the Amesha-cpentas, this is one of 
the exploded mistranslations of Anquetil. They have no moral office 
for the soul of man. In revelation, the Archangels have not this office 
assigned unto them, nor have any angels, in this sense, the title of 
“3 Watchers.” 

Such being the sum of what is alleged as to doctrine, we may turn to 
morals. 

v. The charges in regard to asceticism condemn prayer, fasting, the 
study of Holy Scripture, or any belief that alms, (given, of course, 
rightly,) are of any benefit to the soul of the giver. Of course, they con- 
demn equally the Gospel and our Lord. It is however also contrary to 
facts, that these acts of religion belonged to later times only. 

y. 1. Fasting, in the Pentateuch, is expressed by the words, “to afflict 
the soul.” The great day of atonement was a sabbath of “affliction of 
the soul.” Sin was not to be forgiven without sorrow for sin, as expressed 
by self-atHliction. God commanded them to rest from work, and to afflict 
their souls by fasting. *And it shall be a statue forever unto you: in the 
seventh month, on the tenth of the month, ye shall afflict your souls and do no 

work at all:—for in that day he [the hight-priest] shall make no atonement 
for you, to cleanse you; that ye may be clean from all your sins before the 
Lord. Itis a sabbath of rest unto you, and ye shall afflict your souls, by a 
statute for ever. The self-affliction or fast, and the abstinence from work, 
were alike sanctioned by that solemn penalty; ° he shall be cut off from 
among his people ; the same soul will I destroy from among his people. 

This fast alone was prescribed in the law; but it stood connected with 
the most solemn service of the whole year. Yet voluntary vows of self- 
affliction were so far regulated, that women’s vows of such self-aftliction 
might be annulled by their fathers before, or by their husbands after, 
marriage ®, when first they knew of the vow. Else, to prevent tampering 
with such vows, the penalty was annexed", he shall bear her iniquity. The 


1Js, xl. 18. 

2Lengerke, (p. 165, nearly translated by 
Dav. iii. 178,) says, “Who, by the holy 
watchers, is not reminded of the Amshas- 
pands of the Zend-Avesta, whom, issuing 
from the seven planets, they honored as the 
first seven spirits or intelligences of heaven, 
towhom Ormuzd entrusted the oversight of 


ker, is proverbially incorrect. It ran; “O 
that they may watch out of the height over 
the soul, which strives after purity of heart, 
after purity of word, after purity of deed, 
which thinks of nothing but Garotman.” 
“Yesht Farvardin, 23 Carde.” In Spiegel’s 
translations it is; “Of which [the frawashis 
or spirits of the six Amesha-cpentas] the one 


the universe, [if they are seven, Ormuzd is 
one] who watch out of the height over the 
soul? Kleuker’s Zend-Avesta, ii. 257.” 
“Hence the original is Parsism,” adds David- 
son, Anquetil’s version, translated by Kleu- 


sees the soul of the other, how it thinks on 
good thoughts,” &¢. 
3See above p. 426. 
5 Ib. xxiii. 29, 30. 
6 Num. xxx. 3-8, 13. 


4 Ley. xvi. 29-31. 
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vow of self-affliction, made by a man or widow or one divorced}, stood. 
We have accounts of such public and severe fastings before God from 
morning to evening, after the defeats at Ai? and at Gibeah*, and in hope 
of deliverance from the Philistines, under Samuel at Mizpeh‘*; and in 
the mourning ® for Saul and Jonathan and the people of the Lord, after the 
defeat at Gilboa. The men of Jabesh, when they buried the bones of 
Saul and his sons, °fasted seven days. David fasted’, in the hope that 
God might spare the child of his sin; Ahab fasted’, and God deferred 
the temporal evil, for this temporary humiliation. Joel, as a pattern for 
all days of public calamity, bade, * sanctify ye a fast. + Jehoshaphat pro- 
claimed a fast throughout all Judah, on the conspiracy of the neighboring 
nations against it. Private, and that, severe fasting, is mentioned in the 
Psalms, as part of religious humiliation. “I humbled my soul with fast- 
ing; “I wept and chastened my soul with fasting; ° my knees are weak 
through fasting. The repeated forty-days fasting of Moses and that of 
. Elijah ®, (images of that of our Lord,) were supernatural. A public fast 
was proclaimed probably in sorrowful memory of a conquest of Jerusa- 
lem by Nebuchadnezzar *, even in the reign of the godless Jehoiakim. 
God accepted the fasting, humihation, repentance of the Ninevites?”. 
Ezra proclaimed a fast, in order to obtain a safe return for the people 
with him. Nehemiah fasted and prayed before God, when he desired to 
gain permission to restore Jerusalem. The ungodly had to pay this 
tribute to truth, masking their wickedness with a religious observance; as 
when they proclaimed a fast, to color the conspiracy against Naboth”, or 
fasted to smite with the fist of wickedness”. 

The very fact, that the prophets had to rebuke hypocritical fasting as 
well as hypocritical worship, shews how deep hold it had upon the 
people. Pharisaism is faith without love, and so is the product of human 
nature, not of one time only. It deludes itself and others with that 
which is in high repute. The prophets undervalue not (how should 
they?) even outward observances sanctioned by God. They condemn 
only the body without the soul of fasting: abstinence from food, in order 
to color, either to the sinner himself or to others, indulgence in sin; 
fasting, which is “an image of famine.” 

But what is this amount of fasting, which is to be a characteristic of a 
later date? Literally this, that on two great public occasions,—the first, 
the approaching close of the 70 years of captivity, the 2d, the hindrances 
to the rebuilding of the temple interposed by the councilors of Cyrus,— 
Daniel fasted, or abstained from pleasant food. On these occasions he 
did what Joel bade to be done, in times of trouble, what so many had 
done before him: he added outward expressions of sorrow, partly the 


1xxx. 2, 9. 2 Josh. vii. 6. 18Tb. cix. 24. 

3 Judg. xx. 26. 41 Sam. vii. 6. 14 Wx. xxxiy. 28, Deut. ix. 9, 18. 

52 Sam. i. 12. 61 Sam. xxxi. 13. 15] Kings xix. 8. 

72 Sam. xii. 16-22. 81 Kings xxi. 27. 16 Jer. xxxvi. 9. see ab. p. 401. 

9 Joel i. 14, ii. 15. 102 Chron. xx. 3. MW Jon. iii. 5. 18 Ear. viii. 21, 23. 19 Neh. i. 4. 


uPs xxxv. 13. 12 Tb, Ixix. 10. 201 Kings xxi. 9, 12. 21 Js, lviii. 4. 
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natural, partly the prescribed accompaniments of grief. *I set my face 
unto the Lord God, to seek by prayer and supplications, with fasting and sack- 
cloth and ashes. On the second occasion, he was in sorrow for three weeks’, 
lengthening out the period of the bread of affliction® of the Passover, 
which he could not celebrate, into three times its wonted length. For 
seventy years, he had longed for the promised restoration of his people 
from captivity. His life had been prolonged beyond man’s ordinary 
term, that he might see it. And now, the rebuilding of the temple, the 
centre and condition .of their public worship, the bond of their unity‘, 
was hindered®. Who, that had a heart, would not mourn? Daniel 
mourned in earnest. Like persons in deep grief, he did what would 
maintain life, but put away all pleasant things. °JI ate no pleasant bread, 
neither came flesh nor wine in my mouth, neither did I anoint myself at all. A 
person must be very fond of good food, or not know what sorrow is, who 
counts this Pharisaism. God saw otherwise. He did not at once remove 
the hindrance; but He comforted Daniel and his people by foreshewing 
to them His Providence over them in future times of trouble. ' From 
the first day that thou didst set thine heart to understand, and to chasten thyself 
before thy God, thy words were heard, and I am come for thy words. Daniel 
humbled himself before God; and God, as He did so often in the times 
of old, accepted the humiliation. What is in common with all times 
before Daniel, can be no proof that the book is later than Daniel. 

v. 2. In like way as to prayer. Prayer being the voice of the creature 
to the Creator in its needs, something had to be found, characteristic of 
the prayer of Daniel. The prayers of Daniel are mentioned on four 
occasions; 1) when his life was in peril, and God, on his prayer, made 
known to him Nebuchadnezzar’s dream ®; 2) that he persevered in pray- 
ing to God, as aforetime, when forbidden by Darius, on which occasion it 
is mentioned that his habit was to pray three times in the day; and that 
8, 4) he prayed earnestly, with fasting, on the two occasions above men- 
tioned. On three of these occasions, the real objection is to the supernatu- 
ral, that, “® upon his prayer revelations were made to him.” But Daniel 
did not ask for them, except on one occasion, to save his life and the lives of 
his companions. Anyhow, this is nothing new, nothing late. The 
whole attitude of prophets was that of watchers, men standing on their 
watch, as Habakkuk describes himself, J will stand upon my watch, and 
set me upon the tower, and will watch to see what He shall say unto me.—And 
the Lord answered me, and said, write the vision, and make it plain upon 
tables, &c. What occurs in Habakkuk cannot be a characteristic of a 
later date than that of Daniel. Granted the supernatural in the abstravt, 
that God does make revelations to His creatures, it is in harmony 
with the whole relation of the creature to the Creator, that the creature 
should ask for what the Creator gives. God doubtless suggested to 
Daniel the prayer which He willed to grant. Our Lord says of one sort 


1Dan.ix.3. 2Ib.x.2. %Deut. xvi.3. 6 Dan. x. 3. TIb. 12. 8 Dan. ii. 19. 
4Ps, exxii. 3, 4. 5 Har. iv. 5. ® Leng. p. lxxii. 10 Hab. ii. 1, 2. 
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of possession, 'This kind goeth not out, but by prayer and fasting. On 
earnest self-afflictive prayer alone, Jesus said that His Apostles should be 
able to free these sufferers by miraculous cure. What is there incredible 
that God should reveal the future to Daniel on self-afflictive prayer, when 
He made self-afflictive prayer a condition of the exercise of miraculous 
powers'? It would of course, be presumption and fanaticism for man to 
ask for revelation or miraculous powers, without some secret inspiration 
of God. But it is “begging the” whole “question,” to assume that 
Daniel’s prayer, that God would make known to him the dream which 
was to save his life, was not suggested by Him Who suggests all good 
thoughts, and Who, the history tells us, heard it. The objection is to the 
supernatural in itself; one objection must not be made into two. An ob- 
jection to all revelation must not be made into a specific objection to the 
genuineness of the book of Daniel. Prayer, such as Daniel’s, belonged 
to the days of living faith, not to the lifeless routine of the later Pharisa- 
ism, which, content with its outward soulless round of observances, 
needed, as it thought, nothing of God, but *thanked Him, that it was not as 
other men are. 

The next charge relating to Daniel’s habit of prayer, which is to be of 
Parsee origin, I may just add that abstinence, such as Daniel, on two 
occasions, associated with prayer, is among the Parsees accounted a sin, 
contrary to the first principles of their dualism °. 

v. 8. Prayer “*three times a day,” however, is to “point to a time at 
which religious ideas had penetrated out of India into the neighboring 
countries to the West.” Nay, a learned Jewish rationalist held that apart. 
from that which is the point at issue, whether the minute prophecies in 
the book were of God or were forgeries after the event, “°of all the traces 


1S. Matt. xvii. 21. 28. Luke xviii. 11. of a date so late, which people hold that they 


3“ Almsgiving too, [i.e. to the good, not to 
sinners,] is a pious duty of the Parsees: con- 
trariwise, all self-affliction and fasting is for- 
bidden, in strict contrast to the usages of the 
surrounding populations, Indians, Mendzans, 
Harranians, &c. This antagonism to self- 
affliction is very intelligible from the whole 
Parsee view of nature, according to which it 
could be as little meritorious to afflict one’s- 
self, as any other being of the good creation.” 
Spiegel, Av. ii. p.Iviii. “If you feed the hun- 
gry out of piety, you will gain great merit, if 
only they, who eat of thy food, be of good 
name, not sinners.” Sadder, p. xxi. quoted 
ib. “You must beware of fasting; for to eat 
nothing from morning to evening is not good 
in our religion. Our fast, each month and 
year, is, that we should not have even the 
least sin.” Ib. p. xxv. ib. 

4 Herzfeld, (friih.) Gesch. Isr. 1827. Exe. 2. 
p. 295. translated by Dav. iii. 179. 

51 see that Herzfeld unsaid this in his later 
history. He had said l.c. “Of other traces 


have found in these chapters, I regard one 
only as perfectly valid; the prayer three 
times a day points to a time, &c.” (as in text.) 
In his later work, 1863, Gesch. Isr. ii. 191, he 
gives up this point altogether; “I will not. 
maintain, that Egyptian or Indian influence 
occasioned the Jews to pray three times a 
day; but I conjecture that, in many places in 
the East and so in Judea too, the custom of 
praying, by preference, at dawn, at midday, 
and at sunset, as being the most marked 
times in the day, originated in the mere as- 
pect of nature; as also, later, Julian recom- 
mends (Op. p. 302) to pray three times a day, 
or, at least, morning and evening, according 
to which he took doubtless midday as the 
middle time of prayer, and so, according to 
Robinson, [ii. 282.] now too the Samaritans 
pray, morning, midday, and evening, on their 
sabbaths, festivals, and new-moons. Although 
then, even in the ante-Maccabee times, the 
morning and evening prayer had, more and 
more, in the soul of worshipers, grown into 
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of such late date, which people will have it, that they have found in the 
chapters, this one alone altogether bears testing.” Indeed? Prayer at 
morning and evening is the dictate of nature itself, To Israel these 
seasons were marked by the morning and evening sacrifice. Is it then 
necessary to have recourse to India, to suggest to the pious in Israel, the 
habit of praying to Him on Whom they knew that their being hung, Who 
had revealed Himself to them, as the Hearer of prayer’, at some set time, 
a resting-place in all those long hours between morning and evening? 
Our proverbs tell us, “ what may be done at any time, is done at no time.” 
A fixed time of prayer is, as every one who has tried it knows by expe- 
rience, a fresh centre from which other prayer ramifies. It would rather” 
be a matter to be proved, that the pious in Israel did not use fixed prayers 
three times in the day, than that they did. They themselves say that 
they did. Rationalists, like other romancers, “ ought to have good memo- 
ries.” Daniel’s praying three times a day, is to be a proof that the writer 
had learned his duties to God from the Parsees. 

From whom then did David learn them? Psalm ly, whose words 
typically prophesy of Judas in whom that treachery culminated, describes 
in the first instance the relation of Ahitophel to David. The Psalm is 
very individual. It was written in the midst of a secret conspiracy in 
Jerusalem against the subject of the Psalm; and in that conspiracy one 
was chief, his once smooth-tongued friend, with whom he had ? taken sweeé 
counsel and walked unto the house of God as friends. No situation in the 
Old Testament agrees so well with this, as his, to whom the title ascribes 
the Psalm, David. It is a kindred Psalm to the xlist, also ascribed to 
David, written in like way in a period of conspiracy, in which alone, 
beside, is that trait of the once * mine own familiar friend in whom TI trusted, 
which did eat of my bread, who magnified himself against me. Both fall in 
with the conspiracy of Absalom; and Psalm xli, in that it speaks of 
David’s sickness ¢, fills up his history in Samuel, and explains how Absa- 
lom could charge his father with negligence, and so openly court the 
people who came to the king for judgment®. When he threw off the 
mask, he sent at once for Ahitophel®, implying thereby the previous 
understanding between them. In that sickness the treacherous friend 
availed himself of his nearness and access, to spread evil reports as to 
David’. But since the Psalm, as we have reason to think, is David’s, we 
have a trace of that expression of devotion, so natural to those who have 


one with the morning and evening sacrifice, 
yet pious individuals still retained the ecus- 
tom to pray at midday also, and ‘the men of 
the stations’ (Maamad) adopted it for the 
weekdays.” In another place, again, he leaves 
it open; “Pious people especially prayed at 
that time a midday-prayer too. This custom 
comes either from without; for both the 
Egyptian and the Indian religions prescribed 
the worship of the rising, culminating, setting 
sun, or it had its birth on Jewish soil out of 
the like (!) desire to distinguish by a pious em- 


ployment, not only the sunrise and sunset, 
but also the next most marked time of the 
day.” Ib. p. 186. So the custom, which was 
first to be clearly derived from India, and so 
of a date later than Daniel’s, it is conceded, 
might be Egyptian, or, (which of course it 
was,) the worship of Jewish piety. In ii. 185, 
he speaks of the custom, as, “ certainly much 


earlier.” See p. 447. n. 9. 
1Ps, Ixv. 2, &e. 2Ps. ly. 14. 
3 Ps. xli. 9. 4 Ib. 8. 52 Sam. xv. 2-6. 
SIb. 12. TPs, xli. 6. 
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devotion, prayer between morning and evening, and, according to the 
letter of the words, at that same time which became the fixed hour of 
prayer, half-way on the course from morning to evening, midday. 

By a happy forgetfulness, some Rationalists, at least, did not remember 
the bearing.of this Psalm upon the argument as to the book of Daniel ; 
and so one’ conjectured that Jeremiah wrote it; another?, that it, with 
ten other Psalms, was written by some unknown author in the last ten 
years before the destruction of Jerusalem ; another referred it to an early 
period in Davyid’s life; and so on‘, 

But what again are the prayers, what is that habit of praying, from 

which the Jews are to have learned to pray a third time in the day? 
Rationalists could, I hope, not make the charge, if they looked into the 
facts. The Parsee-worship was a worship, not at only, but of the five por- 
tions into which they divided night and day. It was part of that large 
worship of nature, which was the sin wherewith Israel was infected before 
the Captivity, for which it was punished, from which it was recovered. 
Time, in its grand course, containing within it all which receives being 
and passes away, the most spiritual of the unintelligent creatures of God, 
and, in its ceaseless flow, the nearest image of His own eternity, was, in 
all its parts, an object of Parsee-worship. 

“Uncaused time” (as they called it, asserting thereby an existence 
independent of God) was too abstract a thought to enter much into the 
worship of a worshiper of nature. The idolater worships chiefly what is, 
he supposes, useful to him, those operations or creatures of God, which 
touch his being most nearly. ‘ Uncaused time,” then, was invoked but 
rarely. More often, “time of the long periods,” i. e. the time which 
envelops the history of man and his future destiny in this world, the life- 


1 Hitzig. 

2Ewald. Herzfeld’s opinion as to the time 
“when the pious in Israel began to pray 
three times in the day,” was changed appar- 
ently by this Psalm. In his last work, he 
says, “In Dan. vi. 11. prayer three times in 
each day is ascribed to Daniel. In itseif 
indeed, this statement only proves that, at 
the time when it was written down, viz. at 
the beginning of the Maccabee times, pious 
individuals were wont to pray three times a 
day. Yet, on account of Ps. ly. 18, this cus- 
tom seems certainly to have been much 
earlier. In like way Aristeas, about 80 B. C., 
relates, that the 70 translators went to their 
work of translating, ‘after having washed 
their hands and prayed after the custom of 
all Jews. The incidental character of this 
notice implies a very extensive use of the 
daily morning prayer. But if it is improba- 
ble, that even a single man should for years 
pray day by day at a fixed hour, without such 
prayer becoming, in consequence, fixed and 
formularized within a short time, it is simply 


impossible that prayers should be extem- 
porized three times every day by many 
individuals and perhaps for centuries.” Gesch. 
Isr. 1863. ii. 185. 

3 Paullus, Colenso, Pent. ii. pp. 285, 6. David- 
son too does not count it post-Davidie. ii. 260. 

4Hupfeld, (Ps. T. iii. p. 56, who seems to 
have no definite opinion as to its date,) will 
haye it, that “evening, morning, and noon- 
day, only describe the day in its most promi- 
nent turning-points,” and so, that it means, 
“the whole day through.” But then, it means 
more than morning and evening, and it 
evinces, at least, a habit of praying more 
than twice in the day only. It were an odd 
argument, that “evening, morning, noon- 
day,” do not mean the three periods of set 
prayer in the day, which the words describe, 
in the order of the Jewish day, beginning 
with the evening; and that the less definite 
“three times in the day,” does so precisely 
describe them, that people must have re- 
course to the Indian worship of the sun to 
explain it. 
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less image of the all-embracing Providence of God, corresponding to the 
“ fortune” or “fate” of more abstract systems, according as they retained 
more or less of the expression of the belief in God, the Ruler ofall. But 
nearer still to the agriculturist, to whom the cultivation of the earth was a 
central religious duty}, were the seasons and portions of the day, with 
their continual influences. The portions of the day, five or four accord- 
ing to the season of the year, each in union with its own set of gods, 
celestial or terrestrial, among whom the operations in nature were mostly 
distributed, were daily objects of Parsee-worship”. Strange and melan- 
choly corpse of the living belief in the ever closely-present Omnipresence 
of God, Who, the Psalmist knew, *hast known my sitting down and my 
uprising, hast understood my thought afar off. My path and my lying down 
hast Thou sifted, and all my ways Thou hast been acquainted with. * In whose 
hand is the soul of every living thing, and the breath of all mankind. 

A worship of the portions of the day has ho connection with a worship 
at given seasons of the day. No one would venture to connect the morn- 
ing and evening sacrifice, which, from the giving of the law, was part of 
the daily worship of Israel, with the worship of the sun, which that same 
law strictly forbade. 

Granted that the worship of the god of fire, three times in the day, was, 


1See e.g. in Haug, Essays, pp. 141, 144, 146, 
148, 154, 156, 7, espec. Vend. Farg. ill. 24-33. 
“on the holiness of agriculture.” Ib. pp. 206, 7. 

2“ Hspecially used is the invocation of the 
,several portions of the day, and of great 
importance in the daily worship. They are 
ealled Gahs. There are five of these, (in 
winter, four only). 1) Ushahina, morning, 
from midnight till the stars disappear; 2) 
Hdwani, from sunrise to midday; 3) Rapi- 
thwina, from midday to the beginning of 
evening twilight; 4) Uzayéirina, from the 
beginning of the twilight till the stars become 
visible; 5) Aiwieriithrema, from the time 
when the stars become visible, to midnight. 
The invocations of the times of day are 
found especially in the first chapters of the 
Yacna and in the pieces, called Gahs. In 
union with the times of day, commonly some 
other deities are also invoked, which are ac- 
counted their helpers and protectors: viz. a 
heavenly genius, and then two others, who, 
it appears, have to work in the world, and are 
not further named. 1) In union with Usha- 
hina, Qraosha appears, as heavenly watcher; 
then Berejya and Nmanya, of whom the first, 
according to later authorities, has to watch 
over the growth of corn, while NmA&nya, to 
judge from his name, must look to the growth 
of families.” [Y¢. i. 20-2, ii. 26-8, iii. 34-6, iv. 
25-7, vi. 18-20, vii. 26-28. Qarsetny4yis n. 3. 
Ay. iii.10. Rashru and Arstat are, I suppose, 
to be added to the gods presiding over this 


part of the day, because their names occur in 
each place at this, which, in that order, is the 
last of the times of the day, and before the 
invocations of the monthly festivals. 1. 23, iii. 
29, 30, iil. 37, iv. 28, vi. 21, 2, vii. 29.] “2) The. 
superintendent of the time Hdvani is Mithra; 
with him is united Cavaghi, the protector of 
the herds and Vi¢ya the protector of the 
clans. [Yo. i. 7-9, ii. 13-15, iii. 21-3, iv. 13-3, 
vi. 4-6, vii. 12-5, Ixv.4-6.] 3) With Rapithwina, 
Asha-vahista and the fire [son of Ahuramazda 
Yo. i. 12.] stand in connection; of earthly 
deities, Fradat-fshu, the multiplier of cattle, 
and Zantuma, the protector of socicties. 
[Yo. i. 10-12, ii. 16-18, iii. 24-6, iv. 16-8, vi. 8-10, 
vii. 16-8.] 4) Uzayéirina has as his protector 
Apanmnapat, the navel of the waters: (ac- 
cording to glosses, the mountain Arburj,) [or 
Alburg:] co-operating in the world are Fradat- 
vira, the preserver of men, and Daqyuma,, 
the protector of districts. [Yc. i. 13-15, ii. 
19-29, iii. 27, iv. 19-21, vi. 12-4, vii. 19-21.] 5). 
Aiwiertthrema is placed under the care of the 
Frawashis of the pure; with them co-op- 
erate Verethraghna, ‘victory’ [“the Indian 
Vritaha,” Haug, Ess. p. 244.) and Vanainti,. 
‘smiting,’ from above; and of terrestrial 
deities, Fradat-vigpanm-hujyaitis,” ‘the com- 
plete good condition,’ and Zarathrustrotema, 
the protector of priests.” [Ye i. 16-19, ii. 23- 
5, iii. 30-3, iv. 22-4, vi. 15-7, vii. 22-5.] Spiegel, 
Ay. Ui. pp. xl, xli. : 
8 Ps. cxxxix. 2, 3, &c. $ Job xii. 10. 
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of old, a part of the Parsee, as it certainly was of Vedic idolatry!. The first 
mention of any such worship? among the Parsees occurs indeed in a 
book ®, written after the revival of Magism by the Sassanid‘, and so, long 


1“ The following hymn (in Rig-veda iii. 28.1) 
to Agni, (fire,) was pointed out to me by Prof. 
Max Miller, as translated in his “history of 
ancient Sanskrit literature.” (p. 492. ed. 1.) 
Agni was a god, created by Brahmah. (Ib. 452, 
2.) I give the hymn in illustration of the 
character of the worship. “Agni, accept our 
offering, the cake, O Jatavedas, at the morn- 
ing libation, thou rich in prayer. The baked 
eake, O Agni, is prepared for thee alone in- 
deed; accept it, O youngest of all the gods. 
Agni, eat the cake, offered to thee when the 
day is over, thou art the son of strength, sta- 
tioned at the sacrifice. At the midday libation, 
O Jatavedas, accept here the cake, O sage! 
Agni, the wise do not diminish at the sacri- 
fices the share of thee, who art great. Agni, 
as thou lovest at the third libation the cake, O 
son of strength, that is offered to thee, there- 
fore, moved by our praise, take this precious 
oblation to the immortal gods to rouse them. 
Agni, thou who art growing, accept, O Jata- 
vedas, the offering, the cake, at the close of 
day.” 

2 Haug introduces mention of the prayers, 
said five, or three, times in the day, into two 
neighboring places of the Gatha Uctavaiti. 
The first stands in his Essays, p. 151. In his 
text, as translated by himself, there is no 
mention of either. “ What soul, (what guar- 
dian angel) may tell me good things, to per- 
form five times (a day) the duties which are 
enjoined by thyself, thou Wise! and to recite 
those prayers, which are communicated for 
the welfare of all beings by the good mind? 
What good intended for the increase of life 
is to be had, that may come to me?” The 
basis of this, in his own Latin translation 
which was meant exactly to represent the 
original, and in his German placed in the 
order of the Latin, is, “to remind me, what 
is thy doctrine, (ratio,) O Wise, and what the 
adyancement promised (dicta) by the good 
mind, and what true things of life exist to 
possess them, what mind shews (edicit) 
(good,) that it may approach.” Die Gathas 
Ye. 44. n. 8. T. ii. p. 9. 43. 

The place into which ‘he introduces the 
prayer three times in the day, occurs three 
stanzas earlier in the same poem. Hisliteral 
translation is, “ Who (created) what morning, 
noon-day, and night, which are inventresses of 
things,” [“ remind of his duties” Germ. tr.] “to 
him who has a divine revelation.” [Lat. 
Germ. “the priests.” Essays, p. 150.] Die 
Gathas Yo. 44. n. 5. T. ii p. 9. 43. In his 
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notes, “inventresses of things to him who 
hath a divine revelation,” is expanded into, 
“which ever remind the wise of his duties; 
i. e. which through their continued even 
changes define the different duties and ac- 
tivities of the wise, i. e. of the priest, that he 
bring the offerings at the right time, and at 
the right time sing praises to the honor of 
God.” Ib. p. 41. Granted, that “inventresses 
of things” could mean “ reminding of duties,” 
there is nothing to limit the expression to 
these any more than to other duties of the 
day. Spiegel renders the first, 
“This would I ask thee, tell me rightly, O 
Ahura. 
Who has, goodworking, made the light as the 
darkness? 
Who, goodworking, sleep and watching, 
Who the dawns, the middays, the nights, 
(Who) him who thinks on the measures of 
the law?” 
The second, “This would I ask, &e. 
Thy five fold doctrine, O Ahura, 
The prayers, for which thou art asked by 
Vohumano, (man) 
The purity, which in the world is perfectly 
to be known, 
How can my soul enjoy these goods, (and) 
obtain them?” 
He observes, “ what the fivefold things are, 
spoken of here, cannot be said.” Av. ii. 147. 
3“The Mindkhired prescribes to pray to 
the sun three times in the day, to the moon 
and the fire Behrem and Adaré (Aderan 2) at 
daybreak and midday. The more modern 
practice is commonly to pray the Nydayish of 
the sun four times in the day, and that of the 
moon thrice only in the month, when the 
moon waxes, and in the middle of the 
month, and when it wanes.” Spiegel, iii. li. 
4“T account the Mindkhired one of the 
most important works from the 2d period of 
Parsism.” Spiegel, Tradit. Schr. d. Pars. p. 
135. ‘On the ground of language one must 
be inclined to assign it a comparatively 
higher age, under the rule of the Sassanide. 
The book contains no historical points; yet 
from some expressions I think myself justi- 
fied in inferring that the book belongs to the 
rule of the Sassanide. Kings are often men- 
tioned in the work. ‘It is most useful to 
kings to consult with intelligent persons.’ 
‘A good king takes care that the land is cul- 
tivated, the poor protected, right hereditary 
custom preserved. For the good mazdayacn 
faith he gives his life, and if any departs 
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after our Lord. Yet it is probable that this idolatry, having been part of 
the Vedic worship, was part of the original Zoroastrism, having, with the » 
rest, been retained rather than subsequently adopted in it. The fact, 
however, that the Parsees, of old, did perform the libations thrice a day is 
denied by one who identifies the Parsee Homa ceremony with the Soma 
libation, or Savana of the Indian worship’. To us it is indifferent. For 
what has such idolatrous ritual to do with the private prayers of Daniel? 
The Parsee worshiped the creature; the Hebrew, the Creator; the old 
Vedic worship was a libation to the god of fire, in reference to the rising, 
meridian, and setting sun; Daniel’s prayer was without ritual, without 
the Temple, amid suspended sacrifice, in his secret chamber, to the One 
Omnipresent, Invisible, God. His worship was as far removed from that 
of the Parsee, as God is above His unintelligent creation. Of simple 
prayers three times in the day, apart from ritual, no mention, I am 
informed, occurs in the Institute of Manu; the first mention of these 
prayers in Indian books is in a book whose earliest date is two centuries 
after our Lord’. 

yv. 4. Lastly, Daniel’s advice to Nebuchadnezzar is to have been wrong, 
and to ascribe a magical effect to alms, such as, it is assumed, could only 
belong to the decay of Judaism. “Magical” it certainly is not; for 
Daniel does not even venture to assure Nebuchadnezzar that it would 
avail. This future had not been revealed to him; so he ventures not to 
anticipate the judgment of God. He says only, if it may be a lengthening 
of thy tranquillity. But Daniel’s advice is, to imitate those two great attri- 
butes of God, which are the theme of the whole Old Testament, justice 
and mercy. Oppression and injustice were, probably, almost inseparable 
from Heathen despotism. Anyhow, Daniel’s advice implies that Nebu- 
chadnezzar had fallen into them. His advice then is to those same two 


from the path of the Yazatas, he has him 
seized and brought back to the right way.’ 
Such a picture seems to me to belong only 
to a ruler at a time when the religion of Zara- 
thustra was still supreme in Eran.—He men- 
tions wheat as the chief corn, which a Parsee, 
living in India, certainly would not have 
lighted on.” Spiegel, Trad. Sch. p. 187. 


skrit is sandhyd. In this meaning it occurs 
already in Vedical books, and, as natural, 
very often in the Dual. As it was enjoined 
on every Hindu to say his private prayers 
before sunrise and sunset, sandhyd soon be- 
came the technical term for the time of pri- 
vate devotions, and ‘to sit down to the sandhya,’ 
is as much as to perform one’s daily devo- 
“Also the doctrine of the heavenly wisdom, tions. Manu knows only of two such periods, 
so prominent in the book, and its contact and, repeatedly either uses the Dual (2, 78. 
with the ideas of Western Asia in the first 222.), or particularises them by saying pirvd 
centuries after Christ, speak for an early date and paschimd, or ptirvd and apard sandhyd, 
of the book.” Id. Ib. ‘the former and latter time of prayer.’ (2, 

1Wor the third, or evening oblation, there 101, 4. 93.) Ydynavalhya, who avowedly is later 
was no room in the Parsee ritual, because no than Manu, is the first who speaks of a 


sacrificial rites are allowed to be performed at 
evening ornight time.” Haug, Essays, p. 239. 

2Dr. Aufrecht, with his wonted kindness, 
wrote for me the following statement on the 
times of prayer among the Hindus, (as dis- 
tinct from the libations or Savanahs above 
mentioned.) “The term for twilight in San- 


traikdlyasandhyd, ‘devotions performed three 
times a day,’ (3, 308.) including the devotions 
at noon. But this third time of prayer has 
at no time become so obligatory as the two 
first.” Stenzler, who edited the work of 
Ydjnavalhya, puts his earliest date in the 2d 
cent. after our Lord. Vorr. p. xi. 
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acts, which the Saviour of the world accepted in Zaccheeus}, reparation, 
and deeds of love. * Redeem thy sins by righteousness and thine iniquities by 
shewing mercy to the poor, or afflicted. If the Gospel has any other terms 
of forgiveness, than the breaking off of sin by its contrary, righteousness; 
if there is any other valid token of repentance than newness of life; or 
if mercy shall cease to have that prerogative with God, that *the merciful 
shall obtain mercy, then we may think that this advice belonged to a 
decayed Judaism. But, if the copying of those two great attributes of 
God is essential to the Christian, and, in the Great Day, ¢mercy shall re- 
joice over judgment, then we shall admire the great Prophet, who fear- 
lessly admonished of his sins the conqueror of the world in the centre of 
his self-created magnificence, and exhorted him to a greater work than 
the conquest of the world, the conquest of himself, and to a greater glory 
than his stupendous works, to imitate that most glorious prerogative of 
the King of kings, the mercifulness of our God. 

And now, by the mercy of my God, my task is done. I have pointed 
out to you that, place the book of Daniel where men will, it contains un- 
deniable prophecy ®; that its prophecy is at once vast and minute, relat- 
ing both to the natural events of God’s Providence, and the supernatural 
order of His Grace ®; that its minute prophecy is in harmony with that 
of the rest of Holy Scripture’; so that they who reject it, do, either 
nakedly or on the one or other plea, reject all definite prophecy, leaving, 
of Holy Scripture, only what they will; that, whereas the minute pro- 
phecies of the book of Daniel exclude any date between its real date, that 
of the close of the captivity, and that which must have been its date, had 
it been a human book, that of Antiochus Epiphanes, the later date is pre- 
cluded, both by the history of the closing of the Canon®, and by the 
references to the book of Daniel®, as well in books of the Canon, Nehe- 
miah and Zechariah, as also in other books, before, in, or soon after the 
date of Epiphanes, and also by the character of its first Greek transla- 
tion; that neither its language ®, nor its historical references, nor its 
doctrines , imply any later date than that of Daniel himself; but that, 
contrariwise, the character of its Hebrew exactly fits with the period of 
Daniel®, that of its Chaldee excludes any later period®; that the minute 
fearless touches, involving details of customs, state-institutions, history, 
belong to a contemporary; and that what are, superficially, historical 
difficulties, disappearing upon fuller knowledge, are indications of the 
accurate, familiar knowledge of one personally acquainted with customs 
or events”. I have shewn too how its doctrines are in harmony with 
those of other Scriptures, earlier and later ™. 

Of the objections, I believe, that no one would have been thought of, 
but for the necessity of getting rid of the miracles and prophecies of 
Daniel, unless people would believe them. Certainly, no one objection 
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appears to me even plausible. I have answered the objections. To con- 
vince, is the office not of man but of God. Gibbon enunciated a larger 
truth than he was aware of, when, unable to see any escape from the con- 
temporary evidence for a fact, or from its miraculousness, if it were true, 
he said, “!They all [all the witnesses of the fact] lived within the com- 
pass of a century; they all appeal to their personal knowledge or the 
public notoriety for the truth of a miracle which was repeated in several 
instances, displayed on the greatest theatre of the world, and submitted, 
during a series of years, to the calm examination of the senses. But the 
stubborn mind of an infidel is guarded by a secret incurable suspicion, ’—in- 
curable save by God. 

St. Paul had said the same before, *the natural man receiveth not the 
things of the Spirit of God; only it is man’s own fault, if, encompassed 
with the Gospel, he remain in, or apostatize into, a state of nature. Yet 
to see, (as I believe,) a solid answer to those objections, although it can- 
not give faith to one who has lost faith, may aid in beating off unbelief or 
may predispose for faith, It may put a person in the position, in which 
he will either not admit unbelief, or will seek for faith from Him Who 
gives it to all who seek Him. It is not inquiry, but a non-inquiring 
acquiescence in doubt, which is the peril of this day. It costs much to 
disbelieve; it requires submission to our God and His grace, to believe. 
The temptation of this age is to try to find a middle path between faith 
and unbelief; to say that “there is much to be said on both sides; ” to 
think that all things must be uncertain in themselves, because many of 
the persons around us are at sea as to all things, as if one thought all 
things to be in a whirl, because they seemed so to our neighbors who had 
dizzied themselves ; to be browbeaten out of belief; to shrink from ayow- 
ing a steadfast adherence to that which must be old because it is eternal, 
and which must be unchangeable because it is truth; to pick something 
out of revelation, which, it thinks, will not be gainsaid, and to relegate 
all else to be matter of opinion; an indolent, conceited, soft, weak, pains- 

hating, trifling with the truth of God. 
~ Tt is not, for the present, a day of naked blasphemy. The age is 
mostly too soft for it. Voltaire’s “écrasez l’infime” shocks it. Yet I 
know not whether the open blasphemy of the 18th century is more offen- 
sive than the cold-blooded patronizing ways of the 19th. Rebellion 
against God is not so degrading, nor so deceiving, as a condescending 
acknowledgment of His Being, while it denies His rights over us. Be 
not then imposed upon by smooth words. It is an age of counterfeits. 
Look not only at what is said, but look for what is suppressed and tacitly 
dropped out of the Creeds. The rationalism of this day will give you 
good words as far as they go, but will empty them of their meaning; it 
will give as plausible a counterfeit as it can, but the image and superscrip- 
tion® is its own. It will gild its idols for you, if you will accept them for 
the Living God. It will give you sentiment instead of truth, but as the 
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price at which you are to surrender truth. It will praise Jesus as, (God 
forgive it!) in fact, an enlightened Jew, a benefactor to mankind; and it 
will ask you in exchange, to consent not to say that He was God. It will 
extol His superiority to Judaism, and include under “Judaism ” truths 
of God. It will praise His words as full of truth, and will call them, in a 
sense, divine truths, and will ask you in exchange, not to say that it is the 
infallible truth. It will say, in its sense, that “the Bible contains the 
word of God,” and will ask of you to give up your belief that “it ds the 
word of God.” It will say, in és sense, that the prophets spake by the 
Holy Ghost, (i. e. as all which is good and true is spoken by inspiration 
of the Spirit of God,) and will ask of you, in exchange, to drop the 
words, or at least the meaning, of the Creed, that God the Holy Ghost 
“spake by the prophets.” It will say to you, that the prophets were 
“elevated by a divine impulsion,” and grant you “an intensified present- 
iment,” but only in the sense common ‘to the higher conditions of hu- 
manity, even unaided by the Grace of God’. It will acknowledge a 
fallible inspiration, fallible even as to matters of every-day morality 2, 
and will ask of you to surrender the belief in the infallible. It will 
descant on the love of God, if you will surrender your belief in His awful 
Holiness and Justice; it will speak with you of Heaven, if you, with 
it, will suppress the mention of Hell. It will retain the words of revela- 
tion, and substitute new meanings, if you will be content with the sound, 
and will part with the substance of the word of God °. 
_ The battle must be fought. It is halfwon, when any one has firmly 
fixed in his mind the first principle, that God is All-Wise and All-Good, 
and that man’s own wisdom, although from God, is no measure for the 
Wisdom of God, and cannot sound its depth. The criticism of rational- 
ism is but a flimsy transparent veil, which hides from no eyes except its 
own, (if indeed it does hide it altogether from its own,) the real ground of 
its rebellion, its repugnance to receive a revelation to which it must 
submit, in order that it may see. 

You must make your choice. Let it be areal one. But, before you 
choose, set before you that Day in which you shall see unveiled, all 
which you now see in part, and think what it will be to find, that they 
whom you adopted as teachers,—critics and criticism which has in no case 
survived its parents,—taught you to ignore or deny or disbelieve, or ac- 
cuse in the Name of God, what is indeed the very truth of God. Even in 
this life, those mists which hurry along so vehemently, so darkly, so im- 
petuously, like hosts disarrayed, in yon tumultuous, thronging and seem- 
ingly endless flight, part to the eye which watches well, and there opens 
to it the serene depth of heaven, in its own unchanging brightness, calm 
as ever beyond, uneffaced, undimmed, uninjured, by the black earth-born 


1“ They shew that there is a preconscious by I. M. Fichte, translated by Morell, c. 
region of the soul, with which the Divine 3, 4. ; 
Spirit, evoking its latent phenomena, has 2e.g. Dr. Stanley, Jewish Church, p. 329. 
sympathetic relation.” Davidson, ii. 466. ’Prof. Jowett, Epistles of St. Paul, ii. 589. 
from Contributions to Mental Philosophy Essay on the Atonement. 
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clouds, which roll so far below. Those glimpses, which, by the gift of 
God, come even in this world to the soul which resigns itself wholly to 
God, in prayer, in contemplation, in meditation, in devout study of His 
word, are earnests of the clearness of the Eternal Day. The Christian is 
as certain of the truth of what rationalism impugns, as of his own exist- 
ence. For God, Who gave him his being, gave him also his faith. God 
did not reveal Himself, that we should live in a twilight, seeing nothing 
of His truth distinctly, but only? men, as trees, walking. Twilight must 
brighten into full day, or darken into the heaviness of night. To choose 
not to believe, is to disbelieve. To halt between two divided ways’, is to 
reject God-given truth. If the Lord be the God, follow Him ; and if Baal, 
go after him. 


18. Mark viii. 24. 2D DVO 1 Kings XViii. 21. 


THANKS BE TO GOD. 


NOTES. 


Note A on p. 100. 


Explanation of the words in Daniel which are, or were supposed to be Aryan words, 
by Professor Max Miiller. 


One who is only a Semitic scholar cannot, of course, estimate the different 
explanations of the Aryan names in Daniel, except in so far as some are self- 
evidently bad. I applied therefore to one, who to his great Sanskrit knowledge 
adds a marvelous genius in comparative philology, Max Miiller. With his 
wonted kindness, he has written down for me the following explanations of the 
words, upon which I consulted him. Words, which, as 73/2) and {°12701; are 
clearly Semitic, or, as 13, 1112, are of simple etymology and became indigenous 
in other Semitic languages, needed no explanation, and on these I did not con- 
sult him. 

1) “ Pathbag is of Persian origin. Path corresponds to the Zend preposition 
paiti, and is the same as pith in pithgam. (No. 2.) This Zend preposition paiti 
corresponds to the Sanskrit preposition prati. (comp. mpoti, (Homer,) ropri, 
(Cretan,) zor‘, (Homer), and mpé¢.) This paiti in Zend expresses distribution, as 
paiti acni, day by day, (Sanskr. pratyaham.) It likewise conveys the notion of 
movement toward, whether in a friendly or hostile sense, (paity-4ra, contrarius. ) 
The second part of pathbag is the Persian bdg, ‘ tribute? the Sanskrit bhdga, ‘a 
portion” It happens that the very compound pratibhdga has been preserved in 
Sanskrit, where it is explained as, ‘A share of small articles, as fruit, flowers, &c., 
paid daily to the Raja for household expenditure.” This was pointed out by 
Gildemeister, Zeitschrift fiir Kunde des Morgenlandes, iv. p. 214. 

“Scaliger (Animadversiones ad Euseb. Chron. p. 112,) speaking of the change 
of g into z, has the following remark: ‘hane commutationem G et Z nihil 
planius ostendere potest quam oriZatic, quod dictum est pro moriBay vel 
martiBayic. Nomen est Assyriacum, pathbag Danielis, i. 8. Aéivwy év tpitw 
Tlepouxoy, citante Athenaeo,-gore d& moriBalig apto¢g KpiOevoc Kal mipevoc ontoc, Kal 
Kurapiocov orégavoc, Kal olvoc Kexpapévog év OG Xpvoy, ov avTo¢ Paotdsie river. 
Itaque pathbag non solum cibum significat, ut interpretantur Iudaei, sed et omnia 
quae recensentur a Dinone, in quibus corona, quod ad superstitionem Chaldaicam 
pertinet. Ideo Daniel et socii maluerunt abstinere quam iis uti. Nam si solus 
mbpvoc aproc aut KpiOcvoc fuisset, non magis respuissent quam eorum legumina cocta,’ 

“The coincidence between Dinon’s explanation of soriGatic as vegetables, 
wreaths, &c., to be taken by the King, and the independent interpretation of 
pratibhdga by Sanskrit lexicographers is curious. 
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2) “In pithgam, the first portion is again the preposition patti, in the sense of 
‘toward;’ gam is to ‘go’ in Sanskrit, Zend, and the Cuneiform Inscriptions. 
Hence pratigama might well have had the meaning of ‘messenger,’ though the 
compound does not occur in that sense in Sanskrit. There is, however, a similar 
compound in Sansk., pratiSdsana, which means ‘sending a servant on a message,’ 
from prati ‘toward, and Sdsana, ‘commanding’ That the compound pratigama, 
in the sense of messenger,’ existed in Persian, is shown by the modern Persian 
paidm, nuntius. There is the intermediate form paighdém, and the Haft qulzum 
mentions an archaic form paitdém. In Armenian too patgam exists, in the sense 
of ‘message.’ Paiti sinks down to pai in modern Persian, as for instance, patker, 
‘picture, corresponding to a Sanskrit compound, prati-kara, literally counterfeit. 
Patikara occurs in the Cuneiform Inscriptions.” 

[The i in paiti was probably elided in Aramaic, (both pathbag and pithgam 
became indigenous in Syriac also,) on the principle of reducing the words to 
quadriliterals. | 

3) “Sagan is very likely connected with the modern Persian shahneh, a ‘pre- 
fect,’ but the etymology of the word is not clear. The Sanskr. root Kshi, to rule, 
appears in the Cuneiform Inscriptions as shi in shiydti, ‘dominion ;’ once shdyatd. 
Kshayathiya, ‘King, in the Cuneif. Inscriptions, becomes sh@h in Mod. Persian. 
Another verb meaning to command is the Zend ¢anh. (See below, p. 519.) 

4) “Pechah. Is this a foreign word, having a Semitic status constructus, and 
the plural pachoth? It could not be derived from Sansk. paksha, Prakrit pakkha, 
which means, ‘side,’ ‘wing,’ pratipaksha, ‘enemy,’ sapaksha, ‘friend’ 

[The Hebrew Pechah is remarkable from its early reception into Hebrew, 
having become a title of some “governors” in Solomon’s outlying dominions. 
F@r in that they are mentioned, both in 1 Kings x. 15, and 2 Chron. ix. 14, in 
union with “the kings of Arabia,’ as persons who supplied a yearly quantity of 
gold in addition to his regular revenue, and this, in connection with that derived 
from the merchants, it is in itself probable, that “the Pachoth of the land” were 
governors set over the outlying country beyond Judea proper. And this is 
illustrated by the second place in which they are mentioned, (1 Kings xx. 24,) 
where Benhadad, after his first defeat, is advised to depose the thirty-two sub- 
ordinate kings who helped him, (Ib. 16) and to put Pachoth in their place. He 
substituted Syrian “governors” for the 32 tributary “kings.” Then, still in 
that neighborhood, and in part doubtless in the same country, they are in 
military command in Sennacherib’s army, leading doubtless their own contingent 
of troops, in his multitudinous host. (2 Kings xviii. 24.) Sennacherib compares 
Hezekiah to one of the “governors” of the subjugated provinces, which he held 
subdued. (Comp. Is. x. 8, 9, 2 Kings xviii. 34.) Then, in each case joined with 
Sagans, Pechah is used of Babylonian, (Jer. li. 23, 57, Ez. xxiii. 6, 23,) and 
Median, (Jer. li, 28,) governors. Daniel, in recounting the Babylonian govern- 
ors, places the Pechahs the third, after the Satraps and Sagans. (iii. 2, 8, 27.) 
Under Darius, they are not immediately united with the Sagans, but still are 
enumerated with these only, the Satraps and the haddaberin, “privy councilors.” 
vi. 8. Somewhat later, (Esth. viii. 9, ix. 8,) the Pechahs are mentioned without 
the Sagans, but with the Satraps and the “princes of the provinces.” In the 
times after the captivity there were several such Pechahs, westward of the 
Euphrates, between it and Judwa, (Ezr. viii. 36, Neh. ii. 7, 9,) probably the same 
locality, in regard to which the name was first used under Solomon. Specifically, 
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Tatnai is entitled as “Pechah beyond the river,” Ezr. v. 3, vi. 6, who, (although 
apparently he dwelt at Jerusalem, Neh. iii. 7,) is yet, in the same rescript of 
Darius, distinguished from “ the Pechah of the Jews,” (Ezr. vi.7) whom eran 
there was most occasion to mention. (Hagg. i. 1, 14, ii. 2, 21, Mal. i. 8, Neh. v. 
14, 18,.xii. 26.) ‘ : 

It seems to me most nic that Solomon adopted the title, as it already 
existed in the Syrian territories, for it is not said that he “ placed Pechahs,” buat 
only that they paid him gold. Thus the name “ Rajah” is continued in our 
Indian dominions. 

On my replying that Pechah had no possible Semitic etymology, and inquiring 
whether it could be connected with Pasha or with Beg, Max Miiller kindly gave 
me this further answer ;] 

“Tf Pechdh is connected with Pashéh, the history of the word would be very 
curious. 

“The modern Persian padshdh is a compotind; pdd, the Sansk. pati, ‘lord’ 
(xéovc), Zend paitt. It does not occur in the Cuneiform Inscriptions. Shdéh, 
‘King,’ is what remains of the Khshdyathiya, the name for ‘ King’ in the Cunei- 
form Inscriptions; Darius calling himself Khshdyathiya Khshdyathiydndm, just 
like the modern Shéhinshéh. Hebrew does not tolerate, I believe, two such 
initial consonants as Kh- sh; hence, in the name of Xerzes, the Cuneiform 
Khshaydrshd, we get Achashverush ; instead of Satrap, the Cuneiform Khshatrapdvd, 
we get Achashdarpenim. In Persian, the guttural was afterward dropt; this 
gave Satrap instead of Khshatrap. In the same manner Kkshdyathiye in Persian 
sank down to shdyathiya, and finally to Shaéh. Could the chéh in Chaldee be 
meant for this shdh? The guttural was there originally as much as the sibilant, 
but I find no trace of the sibilant being dropt in Persian and the guttural 
retained. 

“As to Beg I can find nothing except that it is treated as a bona fide Turkish 
word, and would therefore be quite independent of Semitic or Aryan. 

“ Possibly Pechah is from Persian pesh, ‘before,’ peshud, ‘ governor, 

5) “ Gisbar, a compound of gis and bdr. Bar is clearly Persian, meaning at 
the end of compounds, ‘Keeper.’ Gris is most likely a contraction of gins, (comp. 
ginsin, ‘treasures,’) but it is doubtful whether gins is of Semitic or Aryan origin. 
Dietrich thinks it can be explained as a Semitic formation and that it was bor- 
rowed by the Persians from their Semitic neighbors. If on the contrary gins is, 
like bdr, of Persian origin, it will have to be identified with the Mod. Pers. genj, 
‘treasure,’ and the compound gisbdr with genjvdr, ‘treasurer. Genj in Persian 
has been derived from Sansk. ganja ‘treasure.’ But though ganja occurs, in 
Sanskrit in that sense, and likewise ganjavara, ‘treasurer,’ they both occur in late 
Sanskrit only, and were probably transferred from Persian into Sanskrit. Other 
words for ‘treasure’ in Sansk. are kosha, which has been suggested as an etymon 
of gis ; and kdénchana, ‘ gold. 

The Old-Persian gaitha (the Zend gaétha) has been guessed by Dr. Haug as the 
origin of genj and gins, and this would explain the form gedabar, used by Daniel. 
Gaétha in Zend, however, means only ‘hurdles, ‘property, but not ‘treasure 
The Greek yé¢a, ‘royal treasure,’ and yalopbAaég, ‘treasurer,’ come from the same 
source as the Persian genj, but they throw no light on the original intention of 


the word.” 4 
[The Semitic etymology of 113, “treasure,” is, in itself, satisfactory; since, in 
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m 
Aramaic, it signifies, 1) “hidden,” (as, in thes unsettled state of the East, would 
be common as to “treasure,”) then, “laid up.” In Syriac Ni) “the hidden,” is 


a common title of God, the adv. MNP “in a veiled way” occurs in S. Ephr. i. 
414; of one “lurking concealed,” Barh. p. 490. 1.17. B. A trace of the same 
meaning occurs, in Arabic too, 1) “covered,” 2) “collected.”” (See Ges. Thes. p. 
296.) And, since 121 is used of a “chest” in which merchandise was “laid up” 
and conveyed, (Ez. xxvii. 24.) the name may have traveled with the thing; and 
the word, which originally expressed the chest in which valuables were “stored 
up,” may have been transferred to the stores themselves. The word having been 
naturalized in Persian, (see Max Miiller above,) the difficulty of its etymology 
being half Semitic, half Persian, is removed. The naturalized Persian word was 
united with the old Persian, as we, in our familiar “stable-keeper,’ unite the 
Latin and Saxon, unconscious that they are such. The compound itself, gidsabro, 
“treasurer,” occurs in the Peshito in Kings, Chron. Ezr. and also in Barh. Chr. 
pp. 425. 1. 6; 152. 1. 7, and, (written S12i8])) in a Nestorian Epistle, A. D. 1504, 
in Ass. B. O. iii. 594 (quoted by Ges. 1. c.) as also the abstract, gidsborutho, “treasury.” 

B.B. and B.A. The gedabar of Daniel is recognized as a variation, perhaps 
dialectic, of the gidsbar of Ezra and modern Syriac, the sibilant being dropped. ] 

6) “Dethabar is clearly a Persian compound; the second part bar is the same 
as in gisbdr ; the first deth stands for the Mod. Pers. ddd. It occurs also as dath 
in Daniel. The two roots dd, ‘to give, (didwu) and dhd, ‘ to place’ (r/6nuc) assume 
in Persian one and the same form. Hence ddd means a ‘ gift” (from dd,) and also 
‘law’ and ‘religion,’ i.e. what is settled and established, (from did.) The Partic. 
past of dd, in the Cuneiform Inscr., is data. The modern Persian Dévar, judge, 
is a corruption of dddvar. 

7) “Tiphta seems a Semitic word, though it occurs in Daniel only. The same 
Semitic root yields the Arabic Mufti.” 

[In answer to a subsequent inquiry, “whether Benfey’s explanation of Tifia by 
Atipatti was admissible?” Max Miiller answered, “atipati is really no Sanskrit 
word at all;—at least, it never could mean ‘Oberherr.’ [Benfey’s rendering.] 
That in Sanskrit would be adhipati. If it is objectionable to trace Tifta to the 
same root as Mufti, the word, Tifta, must be left for the present unexplained, 
without saying anything about such a mere guess as atipati”’ The Semitic 
etymology is perfectly satisfactory, Tifta, as well as Mufti, being the name of an 
office. I hesitated to adopt it, until Benfey’s etymology should be disposed of, 
because, if Atipaiti had the meaning, which he assigned to it, it was a possible 
etymology, (although, as Fiirst also observes, very vague,) and also because of 
the bearings of the etymology on the date of the book of Daniel. For, derived 
from the same root ‘9, it involves this; that the name of the office, in Daniel’s 
time, was derived from a meaning of the root in Aramaic, which was subsequently 
wholly lost, although it survived in the corresponding title in Arabic. Its use in 
the Arabic verb is rather obscure. In conj. iv. it signifies, “he taught another, 
by way of response, as to the truth or law of a thing,” (see in Freytag Lex.) whence 
the partic. Mufti, “one who so taught.” Yet the words, fatvat, fotvai, the “re- 
sponse” itself, indicate the existence of the simple root. Probably it was con- 
nected with the Heb. root, D9, “was open,” which, in its stronger form, M9, 
signified, “laid open,” which also in Arabic is used of God’s “laying open” by 
revelation, and of man’s “dijudicating.” See Freytag, sub. v.] 
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8) “Sarbal, like the Arabic servdl, plur. serdvil, is of Persian origin. Dozy 
(Dictionnaire des Noms des Vétements, p. 204) shows that Mohammed forbade 
pilgrims to wear serdvil on their pilgrimage to Mekka. The Persian word for 
braceae is shalvdr, or more correctly shulvér. Shul in Persian is femur, the Sans- 
krit Kshura or Khura, hoof; Latin, crus, cruris. The Greeks changed Shulvar 
into capaBapa, (éobij¢ Iepovxy, Suidas), later, capéBadAa, In Sarbal, the r and | 
changed places. 

“The Zend, cdravdro, [quoted by Gesenius Thes. p. 971,] is a different word, 
and means literally ‘a cover of the head” From this word cara, or edra ‘head, 
Sanskrit séras, the term. 1 

9) “Sarak may be regularly derived, being an adjective in ka, meaning ‘head- 
man.’ In Sanskrit, siras is not used with reference to persons, as little as the 
Greek xdpuc; but ser, ‘head,’ is frequently applied to persons in modern Persian, 
in the sense of kopvgaioc. 

10) “ Hamnik, derived from Sanskr. mani, a ‘jewel,’ with a secondary deriva- 
tive, ka, mantka. The Latin monile is a cognate word.” 

“Tt is impossible to give any etymology of the proper names Mishach, Shad- 
rach, &c. Mishach may have been mis, ‘friend,’ shah, ‘King, but in Persian this 
compound could only mean ‘ King of the friend.’ Mishach may be ‘lambkin,’ 
Sanskr. meshaka, as Dietrich supposes; but there can be nothing certain or 
even probable with regard to proper names of which we know nothing but their 
sound. 

“Ki@api¢ cannot possibly be derived from the Persian sitdreh, a three-stringed 
(not six-stringed) instrument. Ké@apsc occurs in Homer, and the numeral 
‘three,’ the Sanskr. tri, is still unchanged in Zend, where it appears as thri. Si 
is a much later corruption of this numeral. 

“Partemim is clearly the plural of a Persian word. It is the Sanskr. prathama ; 
Zend. fratema ; Cuneiform Inscriptions, fratama ; mporoc. 

“ Daryavesh is a more accurate transcript of the name of the Persian king than 
Aapeioc. Darius calls himself in his Inscriptions Ddryavush, which means the 
‘holder’ or ‘supporter.’ ” 


Nore B. on Pp. 98. 


On the Hebrew of the book of Daniel, and the argument alleged from it for the — 
“lateness” of that Book. 


Tux evidence for the “lateness” of the book of Daniel, to be derived from its 
six Hebrew chapters, was not a little eccentric. Of course, the book of Daniel 
was “late.” According to its historical date, it was one of the “latest” books of 
the Canon. Eight books of the Canon only were later; the three prophets after 
the captivity, the Chronicles, (in which however.earlier documents were used,) 
Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther. The date, however, required for the book of Daniel, if 
it was not to be his, was two centuries and a half later than the latest of these. 
In order then to prove that the style of the book of Daniel evinced that it was 
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so much later than his date, it ought to have been shewn, that it was different in 
character from the books written soon after the captivity. On the contrary, the 
evidence chiefly alleged is, that it has certain words in common with them. 

Thus, i. “ Daniel, as well as Ezekiel and the author of the books of Chronicles, 
revived idioms out of the Pentateuch.” (Leng. p.lxi.) This, at least, suits a 
date which lay between Fzekiel and the historian. Granted, that it shewed that 
Daniel wrote at a late date; yet it is not a date, later than that of the prophet 
himself. ‘ 

ii. “There are agreements with Ezekiel, and the books of the latest period.” 
(Leng. p. lx.) Again, correspondence with Ezekiel, who was older than Daniel, 
as a proof that Daniel was above four centuries younger ! 

iii. “He imitates Jeremiah, who in the case of the genuineness [of the book, ] 
was almost his contemporary.” (Leng. followed by Dav. iii. 194.) But it is now 
acknowledged that the prophets did purposely use the words of those almost their 
contemporaries. (see ab. pp. 810, 11.) The date, also, at which Daniel wrote 
the prophecies delivered through himself, was nearly 70 years after Jeremiah’s 
prophecy of the captivity. 

iv. “The prayer c. ix. contains verbal imitations of Nehemiah.” (Leng. and 
from him De Wette and Dav.) The truth is the converse, that Nehemiah 
adopted a few words of address to God from Daniel’s prayer. (See ab. pp. 310-4.) 

v. Daniel’s expressions “are often careless, clumsy, or obscure.” Three such 
expressions are alleged out of his Chaldee; ii. 30, v. 4, vi. 21; four out of his 
Hebrew, i. 21, ix. 8, 26, xi. 6. What, if there had been obscurity? Is there 
none in Hosea, or in the hymn of Habakkuk, or in Ezekiel, or even here and 
there in Isaiah? This “obscurity, &,” however, is to be an indication, that he 
had not the full grasp of the language, but wrote as one who had learned it. 
(Leng. Ib.) Now, contrariwise, a writer, who has learned a language, avoids 
obscure expressions. Obscurity arises from the use of words or idioms, which, in 
course of time, become obsolete, or of allusions, which come to be forgotten; or 
in a pregnancy or conciseness of diction, which a writer uses, in the full confi- 
dence that he shall be understood by those to whom the language which he uses 
is as familiar as to himself. Moreover, three out of the seven expressions are in 
his Aramaic, the language which Daniel spoke, which, in the later style, the Jews 
continued to use. Daniel’s style in writing Aramaic is to be a proof of his 
“clumsiness,” &c., in writing Hebrew! But after all, in three out of the four 
Hebrew passages, there is no obscurity. a) There could not bea simpler sen- 
tence than that, Dan. i. 21, 900 WI) NOW Nay Ty WT MN lit. “And Daniel 
was, [i. e. continued,] unto the year one of Cyrus the king.” He states, in other 
words, that he continued through the whole residue of the Babylonian empire. 
“Unto,” it is well known, does not exclude the time beyond; it only reaches 
quite wp tothe term. This is an idiom of all Hebrew. The expression. is 
“unsuited to an author of the Maccabee times.” (Leng.) Granted. 6) ix. 8. there 
is not even an alleged obscurity of style. It is flowing Hebrew: nwW3 32? 258 
J uNoN WR anssd) aynwd aradnd oar “O Lord, to us confusion of face, 
to our kings, to our princes, and to our fathers, us who have sinned against Thee.” 
What is alleged, is to be, not an obscurity, but an anachronism; the mention of 
their “kings” is not to suit either the time of Daniel or of the Maccabees; the 
writer is to have “used places like Ezra ix. 7, forgetting the contradiction that 
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there were no kings in the exile.” But 1) the shame of the Jewish kings must 
have been most keenly felt in Babylon, where Jehoiachin lived in his prison-gar- 
ments for 37 years, during the whole reign of Nebuchadnezzar, and, when removed 
by Evilmerodach above the other kings of Babylon, was still part of his con- 
queror’s show. (2 Kings xxv. 27-80.) There too, while he lived, was the eyeless 
Zedekiah in chains. (Jer. xxxix. 7,2 Kings xxy. 7.) 2) The mention of “our 
fathers,” in the same sentence, shews that Daniel was not thinking of his own 
generation only. But his fathers were kings. (Dan. i. 8.) 8) Of course, what- 
ever explanation suited Ezra, who lived after the captivity, would have suited 
Daniel too, since at neither time were there kings reigning. c) “ Dan. ix. 26, 
» [S)” is only too clear. It will not mean, what these writers want it to mean, 
for their explanations. (See ab. p. 184. n.11.) d) Dan. xi. 6, requires atten- 
tion; but the obscurity lies, not in the Hebrew words, but in the substance. It is 
prophesied of the alliance between Antiochus Theos and Ptolemy Philadelphus, 
who married his daughter Berenice to Antiochus, to make terms of agreement, (the 
legitimate wife Laodice being dismissed,) that it should “not stand.” She shall 
not retain the power of the arm, neither shall he stand nor his arm; but she shall be 
given up, and they that brought her, and he that begat her, and he that strengthened her, 
in the times. Out of all this, the one word, 1p‘, “his arm,” is selected as 
obscure, neither he shall stand nor his arm, i.e. according to the common Hebrew 
idiom, “neither he nor his helper,” i. e. she who was to have strengthened him 
by her alliance, Berenice, (as Leng. himself explains it, p. 517, in seeming uncon- 
sciousness of any difficulty.) I will add, in illustration of this criticism, that the 
Aramaic passages, against which Leng. excepts, are equally.clear. 

v. “He is unacquainted with vau conversive.” (Leng. Dav. iii. 194.) This is 
a marvelous statement, since Daniel uses it continually. It means, (as Leng. 
shews, p. 552,) that, in vivid prophetic description, Daniel used the abridged 
future with the simple “and.” But this occurs in books of the middle age, and 
even in the Pentateuch. (See below p. 473.) 

vi. “He omits the article, where there can be no ambiguity.” (Leng. translated 
by Dav.) Why should he not? He does so only in the more elevated prophetic 
descriptions, as do writers of the middle age of Hebrew. (See below p. 589.) 

vii. “Other words only find their parallels in the Targums and the Rabbins. 
Such are, 0°, [our “ vegetables,”] only in Aramaic; pay “, ‘everlasting 
life;’ and WJ, in its original meaning ‘shine,’ only in the Targums (!); and a 
proverbial expression, (D. iv. 32,) which only occurs beside in the Targums and 
the Talmudists.” (Leng. Day.) This large language, (“the Targums and Talmud- 

‘ists,” really means, that Buxtorf noted one instance of the Aramaic expression, 
MATA NW, in a late Targum, (Eccl. viii. 3,) and one in Sanh. 93. 1. The 
expression would be remarkable, only if it had the meaning given to it by 
Gesenius, on the strength of an analogous Arabic idiom, “Who shall strike His 
hand ?” Buxtorf, however, did not think that such was its meaning, but rather, 
“yestrain.” There is no trace of the physical meaning in the other idioms, given 
by Buxtorf, in which NM, as in this, signifies “restrain” or “prohibit.” In 
them, it cannot mean “strike.” “It was in his power to hinder, and he hindered 
not,” MVD soy nin y12 mn, Sanhedr. 103.1. (in Buxt. c. 1186.) “For My 


glory ye did not avert it, (DYND 8) but for flesh and blood ye did avert it 
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conn)” (Sanh. 10. 1. 103. 2. Ib.) “He hindered them not,” 73 8M 84), 
Sanh. 93. 1. (Ib.) “He who removes, takes away, his neighbor’s wife,” "M7 
Maansxnmnd > Sanh. f. 109, 2. (Ib.) P2IP “IMD, “to remove its intes- 


tines” Pesach. f. 65. (Ib. “232 INDDNN TIN, “they remove with the 
hand and do not remove with an instrument.” Shabb. f. 440. So then, probably, 
YPM simply means “withhold his hand,” as 12 81) means “ withhold him.” 
It would have been a remarkable expression, had Nebuchadnezzar used it of 
Almighty God. Yet, in that case, its occurring in Daniel’s Aramaic could not 
indicate, even on the unbelieving hypothesis, a late date of the book; for the 
character of the Jewish mind (as seen in the Targums) was to efface or soften any 
expressions, which speak of God after the manner of men. But after all, the 
critics must have forgotten that the expression occurs in Daniel’s Aramaic, not in 
his Hebrew. For what an argument is it, “We find a proverbial [Aramaic] 
expression, only found beside in the Targums and Talmudists!” Where else 
should one find it, since there was no occasion for it in Ezra, and there is no 
other Biblical Aramaic ? 

But, in the Hebrew of Daniel, Aramaic as well.as Aryan words suit his real 
age. On the other words, see below. 

The result of the following arrangement of the marked words or idioms in 
Daniel is, I think, to shew that his Hebrew is just what one should expect at the 
age at which he lived. The number of words or idioms peculiar to himself suits 
the age of one who himself had full mastery of the language. The use of words, 
which have not lived in the Aramaic which the Jews cultivated, (that which 
remains in the Targums and the Gemara,) but which have lived on in the lan- 
guage of Western Syria, belongs to a date, when those dialects were more allied 
than they came to be, or perhaps before they had yet separated. The use of the 
Pentateuch, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, is in harmony with what we know of one 
who, when he had reached man’s threescore years and ten, was himself made the 
channel of prophecy, but who, up to that time, had only had insight given to him 
as to the meaning of the visions vouchsafed to Nebuchadnezzar, and who, he 
himself tells us, had studied the previous Scriptures. (Dan. ix. 2.) The propor- 
tion of the idioms, which he has in common with the middle age of. Hebrew, to 
that of the books which are historically of a late period, shews that there is no 
marked preponderance of either, while there is not one word or idiom, which, in 
the slightest degree, betokens an age later than that of the prophet. 

I have marked with a + the words or idioms, which Lengerke put together, De 
Wette copied, Stihelin selected mostly, and Davidson translated, in order to give 
a shew of proof for the “lateness” of the book of Daniel. 

1) Words or idioms peculiar to Daniel. 

Wen 9273 WY, Dan. i. 4; else, 105, 

439 Dan. i. 5, 8, 18, 15, xi. 26. see Note A. pp. 455, 56, and C. pp. 479, 480. 

VAY J) Dan. i. 5, 8; OTN 7) i 16. 

5 ninw ow’, then, 9 DY with name, but omitting DY, Dan. i. 7. The con- 
struction in the Chaldee of Daniel is that which is usual in Hebrew, WOW BY 
with the name. Dan. v. 12, Judg viii. 31, 2 Kings xvii. 34, Neh. ix. 7. 

WRI wpa, “sought from—that,” Dan. i. 8. comp. *J—]PD SYS ii. 16, 23. Ch. 

p22 T, “like (those of ) your age,” i. 10. (In Samaritan also 2 ma: and 
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b ‘4, in the like idiom in Arabic, “with (those of) thine age.” See Ges. p. 283.) 
from 9) as 17, “generation,” from 147. In Talm. it survived in the one idiom, 
073 j2, “his contemporary.” This then was to be Talmudic. But did then 
Arabs and Samaritans get it from the Talmud? 

ayn, i. 11,16. The Hebrew article implies that a word, even if it becomes 
a proper name, retains its appellative meaning. Hebrew writers do not add the 
art. to foreign proper names, when the etymology is lost. (See Ew. dehrb. 679.) 
The name Melzar must then have been an appellative or nearly so, in Daniel’s 
time. In the time of the earliest translations, it must have been lost; for all 
treat it as a proper name and corrupt it. It has (Dr. Aufrecht tells me) a 
possible Persian etymology, (that of Bohlen,) molsar, “head of wine,” i.e. “the 
chief cellarer,’ and this agrees with the context. Only there is no proof that the 
compound existed in old Persian. It has not survived. 

Dy, ti. 12, “herbs,” lit. “things sown.” Also DYN, ¢ Dan. i. 16, (formed 
with Heb. ending, }}—) Syr. 81371, SUPT. Isaiah has D'YIV, of “garden 
herbs,” Ixi. 11, and Moses has the sing. 111, Levy. xi. 37. The only other 
Hebrew words for herbs are, NS, 2 Kgs. iv. 39, (poet. Is. xxvi. 19.) p>}, our 
greens, Deut. xi. 10, 1 Kgs. xxi. 2, Pr. xv. 17. 

DWN, ¢ i. 20. ii. 2. In Ch. WS sing. Dan. ii. 10; plur. Dan. ii. 27, iv. 4, Vv. 
7, 11,15. In Syriac, “ashoofo” was used by Bar Hebreeus (Chron. p. 491,) so late 
as the end of the 13th cent., of a kind of enchanter; in the Targums or Talmud 
it does not apparently occur. (See Buxtorf.) See further Pref. pp. xxxviii, ix. 

roy MMI Inv, “his sleep was away,” lit. “upon him,” (so that its absence 
was heavy on him,) ii. 1. like Ch. NY. N31 ANY “ his sleep was fled, (so as to 
be oppressive,) upon him.” Dan. vi. 19. 

mv, Ib. like 2), viii. 27. 

D 3, “The Chaldeans,” i. e. the learned caste among them. Dan. i ii. 2, 4, 5, 
10, iv. 4, v. 7, 11. 

by pni M83, Dan. viii. 1. 187) is often used of God’s “appearing,” “allow- 
ing Himself to be seen,” as man can see Him. Here only of a vision, shewn by 
Him. 

Osa as ry WIJ, viii. 1, (add 15,) an emphatic repetition of the pronoun, 
used throughout Hebrew, Gen. xxvii. 34, 1 Sam. xxv. 24, 2 Sam. xvii. 5, Ezek. 
xxxiy. 11, 20, (probably not in Ps. ix. 7, Hag. i. 4,) but the use of the noun after 
the pronoun so repeated is rare. *J32)) 18 ‘5 occurs in 1 Kings i. 26; the exact 
idiom only in the Chald. of Ezra, SNDUTNAIS NIS “3 vii. 21. and of Daniel, 
Oeeg7 as NT vii. 15. 

bax or 38, “stream,” Dan. viii. 2, 3,6. The root occurs in oO” “stream,” 
[plur.] Is. (ii) ; 529 Id. (Jer.) and even 5939, “flood,” and no3, (of diseased 
sheep) Ley. xxii. 22. Aquil. Theod. Syr. retain the word Ubal; lxx. render 
“gate;” Symm. “ marsh.” 

Dp, Dan. viii. 3. [ii.] 6, 7, 20, after the analogy of 01374, Prov. xxviii. 6. 
See Ew. ausf. Lehrb. 3 186. g. p. 485. ed. 7. 

PA PS), viii. 5, more vividly than 32 x), lit. “there was none touching the 
earth.” In prose, 13)°$ is used throughout Hebrew with the participle, asin Ley. 
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xi. 4, Deut. xxi. 20, Judg. iii. 25,1 Sam. xi. 7; and so with all the persons, 
3 "YN, Ex. v. 10, Deut. iv. 22; J2°S, Gen. xx. 7, xliii. 5, Ex. vill. 17; D278 
Deut. i. 32, iv. 12. See Fiirst, Cone. p. 45, col. 3, 4. v. “178 &. The use of |S 
with the noun and the partic. following, occurs even in the Pent., probably to 
express more emphatically the utter absence of the act ; as in Gen. xxxix. 23, 7S 
3 TMIDIND-72-NS M8 WioN-M3 Ww; “the keeper of the prison did not in 
any way regard anything whatever under his hand,” (as we say, “wholly disre- 
garded,”) and in Ex. v. 16, [7] [8 J23, “straw none is given ;’*as we might say, 
“there is no straw whatever given.” In like way, IW13 }02 [S, 2 Chron. ix. 20. 
add Ezr. iii. 13, Esth. iii. 4. The proper name occurs in the same construction in 
Esth. ii. 20, N71 WON PS, and iii. 5. No other usage reaches the conciseness 
and energy of the idiom in Daniel. 

DN, viii. 5, 8. of conspicuous beauty, as IND, 2 Sam. xxiii. 21. 

IND NHS, vii. 6. 

OR, with verb of motion, vill. 7, 17. ‘ 

05) (Hithp.) Dan. viii. 7, xi. 11. comp, Arab. marmara, “was angry,” Syr. 
ethmarmar, “ was embittered.” 

wD 89 xD my x, viii. 7. % instead of FNS, perhaps with the idea of “ex- 
tending help to.” 

“And when it was strong, the great horn was broken,” PAIS Ay t nyrdopm, 
lit. “and there rose up, conspicuous beauty, four” (horns.) Dan. viii. 8. The 
idiom, MT} *)p, “horn of conspicuous beauty,” just before (viii. 5), which bears 
out the meaning, justified its exceeding boldness. 

Dw NIM parr, the fuller form, Dan. viii. 8, xi. 4. comp. Dan. vii. 2. Ch. 
for INIT YIN), Exzck. xlii. 20. 

OVYSD “less than little,’ “very little,’ viii. 9; after the analogy of dyin 
“next to the ON, nearest of kin,” or WIS). See Ges. Thes. p. 801. 

"D8, lit. “the pleasantness,” for, “the pleasant land,” Dan. viii. 9, as Judea is 
called, "A¥N YS, “the land of pleasantness,’ Dan. xi. 16, 41; comp. wae sos 
NIN, “the glory of all lands,” Ezek. xx. 6,15; {U8 °3¥, “the glory of the 
land,” (Moab,) Ib. xxv. 9; mMa9DD ‘AS, “the glory of kingdoms,” (Babylonia,) 
Is. xiii. 19. "A¥T YS is not an idiom sufficiently frequent, nor was the term 72¥ 
sufficiently appropriated to Judea, that ‘2¥ should be a brief form for 230 ys, 
Rather it is a bold use of the abstract, like N31) below, ix. 23. 

With a like boldness, 12D, + “the continual,” is used Dan. viii. 11, 12, 18, 
xi. 31, xii. 11, instead of the phrase in the law, TPAI ndy (in Numbers xvi 
times, also in Neh. x. 34.) “the perpetual sacrifice.’ Daniel may the rather 
have chosen this form, in order to include the whole continual worship of God, in 
which the shewbread is also called WOT Dn, Num. iv. 7. See Hengst. 
Christol. iii. pp. 108, 9. 

Dy}, with 7 of the person, viii. 11; of place, Is. lvii. 14; abs. Ezek. xxi. 31. 
Ewald would read the Khethib, O°, after the analogy of M37 Zech. v. 11. 
and D‘pi} in Daniel’s Chaldee, Dan. vii. 4, (Ausf. Lehrb. p. 348, ed. 7.) JP, of 
the ultimate cause, as in Ps. xxxvii. 23, Eccl. xii. 138. 
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winp, (sing.) “holy,” i.e. angel, viii. 13, as YIP Dan. iv. 10. Ch. The plur. 
owapH, “the holy ones,” occurs in Job v. 1 (comp. iv. 18.) ; WP, “His holy 
ones,” Ib. xv. 15; Dwap Tap D° wap 7D, “the congregation of ab ones,” “the 
assembly of the holy ical Ixxxix. 6, 8 (the art. being omitted, as is usual in 
the poetical books.) Im these two places of the Heb. and Chald. of Daniel alone, 
it is used of a single “angel.” 

»y99377 + viii. 13. See ab. pp. 101, 2 

DDw pan, TINT jy, lit. “the vision, the continual sacrifice and the 
transgression, which maketh desolate.” Dan. vili. 18. The apposition is exceed- 
ingly bold; the subject of the vision replacing the vision itself. The ordinary 
cases, in which an explanatory word stands in apposition with the chief word in 
the sentence, are grammatically the same, (see ab. p. 391.) but have not the like 
emphasis. The most like perhaps is Jer. xxv. 15. “take NDT 717 DID Ns, the: 
wine-cup, the wrath, from My hand.’ 

DD viii. 13, ix. 27. xii. 11, 12, for DPW (Dan. ix. 27, xi. 31,) as 00iy for 
Syn, (which occurs Is. iii. 12;) NaY, Eccl. iv. 2, for NAW. 

wap ps2 Dan. viii. 14. “the sanctuary shall be cleansed,” lit. “ justified.” 

M73, abs. “understanding” of the vision. viii. 15. ix. 22: It is expressed more 
fully M8723 17 773, “he had understanding in the vision,” x. 1. comp. the 
Imper. j'3 ix. 28. x. 1; [25}, intrans. vill. 17. ix. 23. x. 11. trans. viii. 16. x. 14. 
pas xii. 8. intrans. 

72 wiry °3, Dan. viii. 19; 0°39 OYP?7 °2, Th. 26; “For till the appointed 
end;” “for till many days ;” “it is” being omitted, for energy. 

m3 J), vill. 22. The form is not from the Chaldee, since the whole form is not 
Chaldee, and the ” is the Arabic preeformant of the 3d fem. fut. also, and 729M. 
occurs in Gen. xxx. 38, and 77 in 1 Sam. vi. 2; the form also 733M is alto- 
gether rare, (Ges. Lehrg. p. 276,) 12113), SAADM, occurring for it. (Ew. Krit. Gr. 
p. 643.) The regular form 1272) occurs in viii. 22. 

DD, “when they have filled up” i. e. their sin, viii. 23. Comp. the intrans. 
Ty O07 Gen. xv. 16, and THY JPN. Is. xxxiii. 1. 

MTN, prob. wiles, from “twisting, intertwining,” viii. 23. orpodai, See Ges. 
Thes. v. 208 and WN. 

V3 0y, viii. 25, here only in a bad sense, “cunning.” 

mova, “in security,” villi. 25 ; mova 3 “came when they were in security.” 
x1. 21. 24. cay in Ch. NNW, “prosperity,” “prosperous ease,” Dan. iv. 24; 
mow, Ps. exxii. 7, Ez. xvi. 49. Plur. POWs “in thy prosperities,” Jer. xxii. 
21. “quietness,” ae xvii. 1. 

DY W, of God, viii. 25, asin Ch. PIIQNYD, ii. 47. 6 Baorrede tov Baor- 
Acvovtwv Kad Kbpiog Tov KuptevdvTov, 1 Tim. vi. 15. xbpiog Kupiov Kai Baordei¢ 
Baoidéwv, Rev. xvii. 14. 

728), abs. “has been said,” i. e. to thee, Dan. viii. 26. In Gen. x. 9, xxii. 14, 
“it is said,” in proverbs; in Num. xxi. 14, “it is said,” in a book. 

yoon Dan ix. 1. See ab. pp. 157, 8. 

30 
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DDN, “the books” of Scripture, ix. 2. Comp. 190 nan Ps. xl. 8, 130 Is, 
xxxiv. 16, °° 190 Is. xxix. 18. Elsewhere, in the plur. “letters” or “letter.” 

mxbp9 with 5 r.ix.2. The word is taken from Jer. xxix. 10, 5239 pxdn 
IW DyIW, comp. Jer. xxv. 12, Mw Oya MN7D2. 

119 DS TIAN, with 08 p. (to God) and ? with infin. Ezekiel has 719 DW, 
with ON of the persons to whom he was to prophesy, xiii. 17. xxi. 7. xxv. 2. 
XXXVili, 2. 

wpa with cognate acc. abs., ix. 3. 02100) mban wpa? ix. 5, translated by 
the LXX, ebpeiy mpocevyiy Kai Eeoc. 

90) ITI YW) Wy} UNV. ix. 5. No instance of the' use of the abso- 
lute inf. after finite verbs equals this in energy. After four words, in themselves 
containing a climax of their sin, we have sinned, &c. there follows in one word, 
“and turning away,’ 110); as we should say, “ it was all turning away.” This was 
the root of all. See the converse, the finite verb after the accumulated infini- 
tives, Hos. iv. 2, and my Comm. p. 26. 

IN 1199, ix. 17, “for the sake of my Lorp.” (The two words stand with 
great pathos at the end of the sentence.) 09 ix. 19; both single cases; else- 
where, J2U or ‘PP p97. TION [d7. 

nyo, 920, only in Dan. ix. 19. as Mp2 ix. 18. according to the analogy of 
TONY, Is. vii. 11, 7899, Ps. xli. 5. a very rare and emphatic form. 

NyT, lit. “longednesses.” (ix. 23.) It is not for NWI WN, “vir deside- 
riorum,” x. li, 19, but an abstract, (“desiderium meum,” Cat. or “mea de- 
sideria,” Cic.) like N23] J2Y “thy people are willingnesses,” (i. e. all willing.) 
Psvexad: 

3391 + Dan. ix. 24. “is decreed.” The Nifal is not found elsewhere. Hithp. 
occurs in a late Targ. Hsth. iv. 5, “decided.” The physival sense, cui, survived in 
the Talmud. Buxt. 

31, “broad place, street of city,” fem. Dan. ix. 25, according to the analogy of 
VY &e. The name, Rechoboth, Gen. x. 11, attests an early use of the fem. plur. 
Even this form Vy M345) is joined with the masc. verb, in Zech. viii.5. Else 
the gender of 277 is not marked. 

mnwD “corruption.” pass. Dan. x. 8, like NNW, “a thing marred,” Is. lii. 14. 
Mw is used actively of “ wastefulness” (whereby a person destroys his own sub- 
stance) Proy. xviii. 9, and in a double sense NWT WI “the mount of corrup- 
tion” and so of “destruction” also, 2 Kgs. xxiii. 13, (of the scene of Solomon’s 
idolatries, and thence Jer. li. 25;) and of “destructiveness” generally, 2 Chron. 
xx. 23, xxii. 4, Ezek. v. 16, ix. 6, xxi. 36, xxv. 15. 

‘ya “set me trembling,” Dan. x. 10. 

*T. M93, “palms of my hands,” (Dan. x. 10.) after analogy of 0°93 FISD Josh. 
ili. 13. iv. 18. 1 Kings v. 17, Is. lx. 14. Ez. xliii. 7. Mal. iii. 21; of the statue of 
Dagon, 1 Sam. y. 4; of one dead, 2 Kings ix. 35; of hands amputated, 1 Sam. v. 
4; handles, Cant. y. 5 ; “hollow vessels,” and so, “spoons,” Ex. xxv.29,&, 0:93 
“hands,” including the palm. : 

7372 N83, Dan. x. 12, “I am come at,” or “through, thy words.” 
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"127 WY. Dan. viii. 5. x. 16, i. q. Syr. 22—19 Ch. 43po. In a different 
sense, “stood opposed to,” Dan. x. 13, as in Prov. xxi. 30. 141 .) Eccl. iv. 12. 

DIW , 7 “marked down as decreed.” Dan. x. 21. In the Chaldee of Daniel, 
DW is used of the sentence’ written against Belshazzar, v. 24, 25; of the king’s 
subscribing the decree, vi. 9,10, 11, 13,14. (See ab. p. 40.) In the Targg. it 
corresponds to oppinn, “those who decree,” Is. x. 1; 10, “set a mark on,” 
Ez. ix. 4. In Syriac, it is used, theologically, of the “seal” of Baptism and of 
predestination. 

ns bon Vy) “stir up all (in strife) with,” xi. 2; a single instance, as used of 
man. God is said VV with ace. p. and 7). 

owinn, “dominion,” Dan. xi. 3, 5. “dominions” i. e. princes. 1 Chron. 
XXvVi. 6. 

Dy wep niwvy> Dan. xi. 6. (as, in familiar English, to ‘set things straight.’) 

ray ji 3230 320 pity, “And the king of the South shall be strong and of his 
princes,” i. e. one of them, Dan. xi. 5. The idiom, “and there went of the peo- 
ple,” (i.e. some of them,) is common. (See instances in Ges. Thes. p. 800.) 
Here only the subject to be supplied is one person. In Dan. xi. 7. “and there 
shall stand up from the sucker of her roots,” {3 most naturally expresses the 
extraction, i. e. from whom he should be born. In Mic. v. 1. {9 relates unques- 
tionably to the birth-place. 

M3 Dan. xi. 6, probably a trace of a fuller pronunciation. The Kri substi- 
tutes the common form, 13, which Daniel too has 7 times, beside 1M} 4 times. 
This form of nouns, )Y, occurs in middle as well as later Hebrew. 9) Ps. Ixxii. 
14. (in Ps. x. 7. lv. 12, 931) 21) Job xxxv. 9. (as well as Esth. x. 3.) D1) Proy. 
x. 9. NY, Ps. xxxiv. 6. Prov. xxiv. 5. xxxi.17, 25. 01) Ps. Ixxxi. 2. NW occurs 
only in Job vy. 21, oy in Deut. xxi. 3, as well as in Jer. v.5. The forms are too 
insulated in their several roots to argue from. [In like way, WJ} occurs only in 
Dan. xi. 30; but wp also occurs in the same verse and even in the same ex- 
pression, MG.] 

ON NA, “shall come to,” i. e. as a bride, a. Dan. xi. 6. abs. “came” of one 
actually married, Josh. xv. 18, Judg. 1.14. It corresponds with 827) with y) p. 
“took a wife for” a son, Judg. xii. 9; here (W837. 

133 72 “bestood his place,” very boldly, Dan. xi. 7, i. q. 122 Sy Ib. 20. 2 
Ty, “standing up,” having the idea of motion. 

47147, abs. xi. 10. (ii.) “strive,” lit. “stir themselves up.” (comp. Syr. 
“they strove together,” Barh. p. 219. in Ges. p. 301.) with mon?p added, 
Ib. 25. 

pasxo 72D Dy iy, Dan. xi. 11, probably an emphatic repetition of the 
preposition, retained by Daniel from the Aramaic. It occurs in the Chaldee 
both of Daniel, v. 12, 989273 73) and Ezra, (iv. 11. SAV! OY TID.) In 
Syriac, Rom. vi. 8, “’ameh’am Meshicho,’ “with Him, even with Christ.” (See 
Hofmann, Gram. Syr. p. 319.) The emphatic repetition of the preposition 
separates it from the cases of the so-called pleonastic pronoun. A similar em- 
phasis, without a preposition, occurs in the earliest Hebrew, Ex. ii. 6, AX TN) 
ai, “and she saw it, the child.” In Prov. v. 22, xiv. 13, our Version retains 
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the emphasis; In Jer. ix. 14, it is marked by the J following, “Lo, I am 
about to make them, this people, (777 OY D8) eat wormwood.” 

Dv, “years,” determining DAYD YP, “at the end of the times,’ Dan. xi. 
13. as in x, 2.0"? Dy TWwIW “three weeks (of) days.” 

yn TppT, “confirm the vision,” lit. “make it stand,’ Dan. xi.14. TOYO 
is used with abstracts, in the sense of “constituting a law to,” with acc. and 5 p- 
Ps. cv. 10; with oy p. “we constituted ordinances (as binding) on us.” Neh. 
x. 33. 

ni¥39 Vy Dan. xi. 15. fem. dx. Jeremiah has J'Y¥2D ‘1Y Jer. v. 17. 
Daniel has the form, D’¥21), “fortresses,” xi. 24. 39. 

nip, with gen., “the arms of,” i.e. “the might of,’ Dan. xi. 15, 22. O'p, 
abs. xi. 31, according to the analogy of 37 D3) 77/72 pI2 NY Ez. xvii. 9, and 
Ch. om) pr83 Ezr. iv. 23; and the phrases, “I will break Pharaoh’s arms;” 
“T will strengthen the arms of the king of Babylon;” (Ezek. xxx. 22, 24, 25,) 
although in these cases the metaphor is prominent. 

yuya5 BY, “his people of choice,’ Dan. xi. 15. The pl. 0°21 occurs here 
only ; the order is that of 2 Kings iii. 19, W329 V}; usually WP stands first. 
(xi times.) 

D'aN3 8, “not in anger.” Dan. xi. 20, DIDS as “anger,” occurs else only in 
the phrase D!D8 ]7%; and in the opposite, D°DS Wp» Pr. xiv. 17. 

Mp2P22, “with flatteries,” Dan. xi. 21, 34; mpona, Dan. xi. 32, both once 
only ; but we have mpon nav, mpm ‘DY, Ps, xii. 3, 4. mp IPM, “slippery 
places,” Ps. xxxv. 6. Jer. xxiii. 12. 

IDM) \Ow Mp, xi. 22, lit. “the arms of the overflow shall be overflowed ;” 
i.e. the tide of power which threatened to sweep away shall be swept back by 
amightier tide. My is construed with the masc., probably, from the idea of 
strength. 

na 12) Ib. “a prince of a covenant,” after the analogy of "72 ‘Wis 
Obad. 7. 

Va xi. 24, only. Pi. only in Ps. Ixviii. 31. In Ch. 174, Pa, Dan. iv. 11, 
Aram. Samar. In Heb. W9; x times. Ps. (v.) Prov. Joel, Jer. (ii.) Esth. 

13399 ‘QDS xi. 26, after the analogy of 19M? O18, Ps. xli. 10. 

pro, “for evil doing,” Dan. xi. 27; subst. like 20), Cant. i. 12. 

83, with 2 p. “come upon him.” Dan, xi. 30. Else, with ace. p. in poetry; in 
prose, with oy p. Yet there is ample analogy for this construction with 3, in 
that of 27, 0793, 77, Ovin, Wr, with 3 p. (Ew. 606.) 

D'S “ships” (Ib.) as ON. In Num. xxiv. 24, Ez. xxx. 9, the plur. ig DS. 

Dy, fig. “arms,” Dan, xi. 31, mase. with idea of strength, Gen. xlix. 24; of 
God, Is. li, 5; YHM PA “between his arms,” 2 Kings ix. 24, Else Mp (xix 
times in all, in Dan. ii.) 

ma yew Dan. xi. 32. (peculiar idiom) “who acted wickedly as to the 
covenant.” 

) 3M + Ib. “corrupt,” i.e. seduce to defile themselves. This is trans. of 4", Jer. 
xxiii. 11, “priests and prophets became polluted.” Else, of the land, Kal Ps. evi. 
38, Is. xxiv. 5, Mic. iv. 11, Jer. iii. 1, 9. Hif. Jer. iii. 2, Num. xxxv. 33. In the 
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Peshito, it is used as equivalent to the éOvexd¢ of the N. T.; and Afel, of “aposta- 
tizing,” S. Ephr. de fide iii. 6. If it had this meaning in Daniel, it would be 


another instance of his language surviving in Syriac, while lost in the Chaldee 
of the Targg. 


V2) “purify,” Pi. only Dan, xi. 35. 

pan trans. only ib.; 12200, “cleanse self,” Ib. xii. 10, only. 

DIN ON, “God of gods,” Dan. xi. 36, ig. ONT TOS Deut. x. 17, 
Josh. xxii, 22, Ps. cxxxvi.2; [28 AI, Dan. ii. 47, Ch. OW WW, of God, 
Dan. viii. 25. 

nixda3 137, “will speak marvelous,” i.e. proud things, Dan. xi. 36. i. q. 
jy boon, “speaking great things,” Dan. vii. 8. 28, Ch. and nog njat nw, 
Ps. xii. 4. 

nau” Hithp., only Dan. xi. 40; Piel, 922, Dan. viii. 4. In the physical 
sense, “push with horns,” Pi. Ex. xxi. [iii times;] metaph. as here, Deut. (i.) 
Ps. (i.) 1 Kings (i.) Ez. (i.) Chr. (i.) 

Aw) Hithp. only Dan. xi. 40, “come as a whirlwind ;” comp. Job xxvii. 21, 
Wpra" WwW"). 

mura) mW Dan. xi. 42. 

B’331, + “hidden treasures,” Dan. xi. 43. The root, ]3, must, in the time of 
Daniel, have had a meaning, “hide,” which has survived in Arabic, but was lost 
both in Kastern and Western Aramaic. In the Targg. (see Buxtorf,) and where 
it oceurs in the Peshito, as also in all the places noted by Bernstein and Quatre- 
mére, it has only the derived sense, which occurs in the Arabic also, “lay in wait 
for,” i. e. hid himself, in order to fall on another. In Talm. Levy gives one ~ 
instance of persons hiding themselves, in order to be witnesses against one, 
p. 368. 

VIS, lit. “at, in his steps,’ Dan. xi. 43; perhaps chosen, as more stately 
than r713, the ordinary idiom in prose, Ex. xi. 8, Deut. xi. 6, Judg. iv. 10, viii. 
5, 1 Sam. xxv. 27, 2 Sam. xv. 17, 1 Kings xx. 10, 2 Kings iit. 9. [viii times. ] 

NN, for WT}, “anger.” Dan. xi. 44, 

J1D8, “his palace,” xi. 45. See ab. pp. 39, 40. 

Vay with by p- “stood over,” to protect, Dan. xii. 1. Comp. 1 Sam. xxv. 16, 
oy Yn HIN, “they were a wall, protecting us;” Hz. xiii. 5,“ Ye have not 
made up the fence, 2 Oy. for [protecting] the house of Israel;” and pin; with 
by p. “fight for.” Neh. iv. 8. 

503 23ND “written in the book” (i. e. “the book of life” or “of God”) only 
in Daw xii. 1. The idioms, “Thy book, My book,” occur in Ex. xxxii. 32, 3; 
“Thy book,” (of God) Ps. lvi. 8, exxxix. 16; “the book of life,” Ps. lxix. 29; 
“every one written to life,” ony ana 5 occurs in Is. iv. 3. 

WP. Wy AW »v Dan. xii. 2. lit. “the sleepers of [in] the earth of dust 
shall awake ;” like Is. xxvi. 19, VD} 2 98°P7] lit. “awake, ye dwellers of [in] 
the dust.” Comp. 19) Job vii. 21, xx. 11, Ps. xxii. 30, xxx. 10; and 48°p! Job 
xiv. 12, Y°pi3 Ps. xvii. 15. 

pip FH, lit. “life of eternity,” Dan. xii. 2. ON), of “life,” in itself, life unceas- 
ing, was fixed in the language by the title, D'T7 YL, “ the tree of life,” used meta- 
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phorically, without the art. Prov. iii. 18, xi. 30, xill. 12, xv. 4; and 0°13 abso- 
lutely in Ps. xxxvi. 10, “with Thee is D1 Pr, the fountain of life ; Vv Prov-exs 
ee “as righteousness is pn), to life;” so also in the idioms, 0° N8, O°N aM 

“way of life.’ For the rest of the idiom, comp. poi nw, “perpetual joy,” 
Iss xxxve 10% pip 471, “the way everlasting,” i. e. which shall abide for ever, 
PSC xx: ve and, of God, pyiyn ‘Th, “He Who liveth for ever,” Dan. xii. 7, 
and 827) 1} Id. Dan, iv. 31. Ch. 

pip INV, Dan. xii. 2., drawn out from Is. Ixvi. 24. 

VIN; lit. “give out brightness,” “shine,” only Dan. xii. 3. It is the original 
force of the word, which survived in Aramaic, and from which was derived the 
meaning, common to the earlier Hebrew, “teach,” “warn.” V8iJ, which Gese- 
nius gives as its earlier equivalent, (p. 408) is used actively of “giving light 
to,” “illumining,” others, chiefly of God. Only in Ezek. xliii. 2, it is used of 
light reflected from God, “the earth shall shine from His glory,” 1231 TWYSD. 
Daniel, doubtless, revived the word in its primitive sense, in allusion to that, with 
which he joins it, 3/1) WW, “brightness of the firmament,” Dan. xii. 3. comp. 
VWI TNS Ezek. viii. 2. 

Ovi abs. Dan. xii. 4; with Q and inf. “go to and fro to seek,” Am. viii. 12; 
with 3 ofthe place, Jer. v. 1, Zech. iv. 10, 2 Chron. xvi. 9. 

2 nm}, 9 1373, “on this side of—on that side of,” Dan. xii. 5. Else only 139 
39), “hither and thither,” Josh. viii. 20, 1 Kings xx. 40, 2 Kings li. 8, 

nixya plur. only Dan. xii. 6. 

Diy 43 °T} Dan. xii. 6. See above xii. 3, commonly “13 Ds, O11 DTN. 

li. Agreement with middle period of Hebrew. 

avi with 3, Dan. i. 4, ix. 25, Ps. ci. 2; 73¥7, noun, with 3 Dan. i. 7. 

soy D3 M3 WS Dan. i. 4, viii. 7; [in xi. 15, 3 with pers. is omitted] also 1 
Sam. xxx. 4, Is. 1. 2,2 Chron. xxv. 8, Ezr, x. 13. Comp. Deut. viii. 18, 1? }DNI 
Don nivy> md. 

‘120 letters Dan. i. 4, 17. Is. xxix. 11, 12. 

alayiay onypato 37-[D2) Dan. i. 5. HTP) Ps. Ixi. 8. 

39 Sy Dai? Dan. i. 8, Is. xlvii. 7, Iii 1, 11, Jer. xii. 11; with 58,2 Sam. xix, 
20; with 3, Job. xxii. 22, 1 Sam. xxi. 18. 

2? Dns son) ON DS JAN Dan. i. 9. The same construction with ace. 
Pp, ony TON), and 09 of p. occurs 1 Kings viii. 50, Ps. evi. 46, Neh. i. 11. 

mp WA Dan. i. 10, iq. TOW Cant. i. 7, like Syr. 8D. 

ODA2"M Dan. i. 10. This intensive form occurs in nouns, aia) Ex, xxx-18; 
YD Am. v. 26; [*1, judge, 1 Sam. xxiv. 16, Ps. lxviii. 6; 1°, Jer. xvi. 16, Keth. 
Ezek. xlvii. 10. In the verb, it occurs in 0? 2p Ps, cxix, 98, 106; as well as in 
Ruth iv. 7, Ezek. xiii. 6, Esth. ix. 21-32. [vii. times close together. ] 

pow with 9 p.and 739-7299 Dan. i. 14, 1 Sam. xxx. 24, 

MPa NSN Dan. i. 20; constr. as DDT) NNW Ps. xxv. 19. 

mW), “jurisdiction,” (from ]J;) then, of some small “jurisdictions” in 
the kingdom of Israel, (1 Kings xx. 14, 15, 17,19,) or of Solomon, (Eccl. v. 7,) 
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[8 Eng.] or of petty tributary kingdoms, (Eccl. ii. 8 ;) then, in the general sense 
of “countries,” (Lam. i. 1, Ezek. xix. 8, sing. Dan. xi. 24,) transferred to the 
“provinces” of the Babylonian and Persian Empires, in the Hebrew and Chaldee 
of Daniel, the Chaldee of Ezra, and the Hebrew of Esther, (Dan. viii. 2, and’Ch. 
of Dan. ii. 48, 49, iii. 1, 2, 3, 12, 30, and of Ezra iv. 15, vi. 2, vii. 16, Esth. xxxix 
times) and to Judea, after the return from the Captivity, as a Persian “province.” 
Ezz, ii. 1, v. 8, Ch. Neh. i. 3, vii. 6; xi. 8. This sense is purely Hebrew; in 
Aramaic and Arabic of old, the word signifies simply “city,” whence the name 
Medina. In Jon. it is retained from the Heb. 1. K. xx. 14. Ezek. xix. 8. It is 
put as a paraphrase for 0°WJ (so as to leave the meaning undetermined) Is. xxxii. 
9. Zech. v. 9. It is also used freely Zech. v. 11; else it signifies “city.” It is 
retained also in the Targ. Esth. ii. Esth. i. 1. &e. 

pene om (Syr. yathir) Dan. viii. 9. 8D 51, Gen. xxvi. 18, Job ii. 13. But 
Dan. has the common N81) TJ! viii. 8, xi. 25; and Isaiah has T&D 10, lvi. 12, 
and David 1)? oY, Ps, xxxi. 24. 

NS2¥ fem. Dan. vili. 12, Is. xl. 2. 

The use of 1,1, “et, et,” Dan. vili. 13, Ps. Ixxvi. 7, Prov. xxvi. 10, Is: xiii. 9, 
Jer. xiii. 12, xxi. 6, xxxii. 14, Neh. i.6, xii. 28; yet also once in the Pentat. Num. 
ix. 14, and Job xxxiy. 28. (The other instances in Nold. n. 64. are wrong or 
doubtful.) 

+ The omission of the article belongs to the elevated character of the prophetic 
style, as being essentially poetic. We could represent 2%) wip) DE by “to 
give both sanctuary and host,” so DW WW y. 25. See ab. p.396. There is no 
characteristic omission of the article in Daniel, as Leng. would have it. 

DPI—NN, Dan. viii. 13, ep. ODO 1, Is. x. 6. ONIN) ND Is. v. 5, 
XxXviii. 18, Mic. vii. 10. Else in two places with gen. after D919, Is. vii. 26, 
Ezek, xxxiv. 19. 

13, “between,” used in regard to a whole. ‘ON a, “between [the banks of ] 
the Ulai,’ viii. 16; Man |’2 “in the midst of the streets,” Prov. xxvi. 18. 

150, without a subst., “this (man),” Dan. vili. 16, 1 Sam. xiy. 1, (as Arab. 
allads for alladst) ; not in the Pent.; nor is the man of Pent. (iii.) in later books. 

P23 with » of pers. Dan. viii. 16, xi. 33, as in Job vi. 24, according to the 
analogy of other words, which signify “imparting instruction to.” It is united 
with the personal affix, as an ace. Dan. x. 14. 

MID pp AN? 2, vii17, PP Wr? *2, viii. 19, Wi? Ty 2 yp My Ww, xi. 
35, 7p AY WwW xii. 4, spin YP Tbe assay HAE mman79 ae TW. ix. 26, refer back 
to the saying in Hab. ii, 3, YP? 09") WI? pit Wy, that, though God’s 
promises tarried, they did not tarry out. Comp. Ps. cii. 14. °3 AIIM? AyD 
yD N2. 

In like way, DYIT FYIN83, “at the end of the wrath,” Dan. viii. 19, m2 wW 
DT Dan. xi. 36, from Isaiah x. 25, BY! 793); xxvi. 20, DY Wy Wy, of a fixed 
measure of God’s chastening displeasure. 

nixva) adv. “marvelously,” Dan. viii. 24, as in Job xxxvii.5. The plural 
expresses “manifold marvelous ways.” 

33 779719 TY D871, viii. 25, the reverse of poe sy VOI) Is. lili. 10, 


472 WORDS OR IDIOMS AGREEING 


) DDNS, viii. 25, i. q. N72 with noun, Job vii. 6, Prov. xiv. 28, xxvi. 20, Is, 
lias xO VEN IVD) Job. xxxiv. 20. 

39 WN, of God, with aff. and prepos. of object, viz. Sy Dan. ix. 17, Ps. xxxi. 
17; OX Num. vi. 25; D8 Ps. xvii. 2; 3 Ps. cxix. 185; abs. Ps. Ixxx. 4, 8, 20. 

AY PLY. Nps POW IIS TON mY Dan. ix. 18. 

Se NE 2 Kings xix. 16. 

my Jaw 81p3 WS Dan. ix. 18; of God’s house, M2 Jer. vii. 10, 11, 14, 30, 
Xxxil. 34, xxxiv. 15; of the city, VY) Ib. xxv. 29. 

ann 8, of God. Dan. ix. 19, only Ps. xl. 18, Ixx. 6; WN? 89, of the vision, 
Hab. ii. 3; with wy), of God, “will not be slack to him that hateth Him,” 
Deut. vii. 10. 

-3T) IN Wy Dan. ix. 20, 21. 38) DBT) OF Wy Is. Ixy. 24. 

S32) nya Dan. ix, 27; NSN) ix. 26; MFW] Dan: xi. 36, Is, x 23, 
XXvili. 22. 

31 (abs.) “a word” revealed, (7923, here) Dan. x. 1, Is. ix. 7, xlv. 23, 1.4; 
then Jer. xxxvii. 17, Ezek. iii. 17, xiii. 6, xxxiii. 7; of secret inspiration, 
Job iv. 12. 

M23) Dan. x. 6, Ruth iii. 4, 7, 8, 14. 

pon 1D Dan. x. Oy Gheeodink, GP 

TYIS DAN) Dan. x. 15; i. gq. TYIS O3D OW 1 Kings ii, 15, MOyd aw 
2 Kings xii. 18, Oe w ON 5» .W Ez. vi. 2. 

oy *Y¥ 3357) Dan. x. 16. metaphoric use of the words of 1 Sam. iy. 19. 

pi! pig, Dan. x. 19, p33) pit} 2 Sam. x. 12, thence 1 Chr. xix. 13, pin 
PMID). Generally, 7D) pity Deut. xxxi. 7, 28, Josh. i. 6, 7,9, 18; thence 1 
Chron. xxii. 13, xxviii. 20; 129 YD) Ps. xxvii. 14. 

°2 TINY) x DW34 Dan. x. 17, comp. HI Wy AI MA x1 Kings x. 5. 

MW WIN Dan. xi. 7, as YWIWH Wi, Is. xi. 1. W¥2 only in these two 
places and Is. xiv. 19, lx. 21; and WW of “sucker from root,” only in Is. xi. 
10, lili. 2. 

“ANS, for WAS AIS, Dan. xi. 8. Comp. Is. x. 4, and DINY ONS 73, Gen. 
xliii. 3. 

Tay) OW) Dan. xi. 10, 40, from Is. viii. 8. 

37 1D VHT, “set,” in their place, “a great multitude,” Dan. xi, 11, 13; 
MDYOT WII “set the watch,” Is. xxi. 6. Else, of persons or animate things, 


the place is expressed, as ” 309 with acc. of place, Lev. xiv. 11, xvi. 7; or 
» 59 alone, Num. v. 16, 18, 30, pass. Lev. xvi. 10; or 230 D9, Ley. xxvii. 
8, 11, Num. iii. 6, vill. 18, xxvii. 19, 22; or, of a king, myr9 137 Gen. xlyvii. 7; 
or with 2 of place, 1 Kings xii. 32, 1 Chron. xvii. 14, Neh. iv. 7, vii. 3; 42°20; 
Num. xi. 24; }'3, Jud. xvi. 25; \920, 2 Chron. xxiii. 10; Nahe! Neh. xii. 31; 
by, of place, implying watch, 2 Chron. xxiii. 19, xxxv. 2, Neh. xiii. 9. The 
idiom in which TPPA, ec. acc. p. signifies “set up, constituted,” is different, and 
occurs in Exodus ix. 16, Neh. vi. 7, and with OND, “in their place,” Job xxxiv. 
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24. In Ps. evii. 25, by a very bold image, it is said, “God made the wind 
to stand.” 

‘J °¥°7B 723, “sons of the violent men of thy people,” (seditious,) Dan. xi. 
14, comp. {38 723, “sons of poor,” Ps. Ixxii. 4; 0°13) "997, “children of 
strangers,” Is. ii. 6. : 

m9 4D, “cast a mound,” Dan. xi. 15, VY ON, Qi Sambexcx-o) beat) oy, 2 
Kings xix. 32, Is. xxxvii. 33, Jer. vi. 6, Ezek. iv. 2, xxvi. 8; abs. as here, Ezek. 
KVULT, sox. 27. : 

Ww) Dan. xi. 16, DY) 17, IW) 10, 18, 19, 2) 25, 28, |) 30. The condensa- 
tion of this idiom, the use of the apocopated form with the simple and, shews that 
there is great emphasis in it. Daniel used it besides in this chapter, v. 4, {TD), 
and viii. 12, ]7W). But, (as noticed by Ewald, Ausf. Lehrb. 2 343. c. p. 829, 30. 
ed. 7.) it occurs in Joel ii. 20, Sym ; Mic. iii. 4, VND), and even in Ley. xxvii. 
43, 7); and Lev. xv. 24. These cases in Daniel are the ground of Lengerke’s 
strange assertion, that “he is not acquainted with the | cony.,” (“does not use vau 
conversive,” Day. iii. 194.) which he uses continually. 

MA 7 89) WPAN, Dan. xi. 17, from Is. vii. 7, TIN 87) DIPN NY, comp. 
Is. xiv. 24. 

PINS, “laid hold of,” with acc. instead of 3, Dan. xi. 21, 2 Sam. xv. 5; “terror 
seized hold of,” c. ace. p. Mic. iv. 9, Jer. vi. 24, viii. 21; “trouble seized, &c.” Jer. 1. 43. 

13373 M3 Vy? xi. 25, like INT] 9D VIN Ps. Ixxviii. 38, TIP TY? Is. 
xhi. 13. 

D3) >on 195), Dan. xi. 26, Judg. ix. 40, 1 Chron. v. 22. 

2) 5, lit. “as—and as,” for 2 3 Dan. xi. 29, as, Josh. xiv. 11, 1 Sam. xxx. 24, 
Ezek. xyiii. 4. 

M833, “despond,” Dan. xi. 30. 332,83) Ps. cix. 16. 

22) FN3, “multitudes [fem.] shall stumble,” [masc.] xi. 41. mo mipow 
“yamors [fem.] shall terrify [masc.] him.” xi. 44. These may be the use of the 
3d pers. masc. plur. as a common gender, including the fem., as in Job iii. 24, Cant. 
vi. 9, Prov. xvi. 3, Hos. xiv. 1, 7, and 2d pers. plur., Cant. ii. 7, viii. 4, Joel ii. 22, 
(Ew. Gr. p. 648.) Esth. i. 20; or they might be a very bold change of gender, in 
conformity with the image; since, as to the first, those who “stumble” must be 
persons; as to the second, the “terror” implies might; and Jeremiah has (xlix. 
16,) JOk Nw AYO, “thy terribleness [fem.] hath deceived (masc.) thee ;” as 
DSI is construed as masc. from the image of a wild beast, “sin [fem.] coucheth 
[mase.] at the door.” Gen. iv. 7. 

FAY with art. lit. “the [only] knowledge.” Dan. xii. 4, Hos. iv. 6. 

iii. Words and idioms common to Daniel with later books. 

'D-n3909 wiv nwa, “in the year three of the reign of,” i. 1, ii. 1, viii. 1, 1 
Chr. xxvi. 31, 2 Chr. iii. 2, xv. 10, 19, xvi. 1, 12, xxxv. 19, Esth. ii. 16. Moses 
has the fuller idiom 13 om Mw MIND WY NIWA Gen. vii. 11, (followed in 1 
Kings xvi. 8, 15, 28, [with the shorter form ver..10,] 2 Kings viii. 25, xiii. 1, 10,) 
but also 9 D°yS NT NIW2 without 73”, Num. xxxiii. 38. 1270, however, only 
occurs in the Pentateuch in the mouth of Balaam (from Aram,) Num. xxiv. 7; the 
form most used in the earlier books being nma7D0. 
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Daniel has also (i. 21, vii. 1, ix. 1, x. 1, xi. 1,) the shorter form, which is fre- 
quent in the Kings, with 5 simply prefixed to the name of the king, and D1W2 
1905 AMS ix. 2, which occurs in Kings [ii] Jeremiah [iii] Chron. [v.] 
Esther [1.] 

D¥PP [form AID Ps. xvi. 5, &c.] “some,” of things, Dan. i. 2; of persons, Neh. 
vii. 70; W¥PD, Gen. xlvii. 2, (thence in Ezek, xxxiii. 2;) of time, Dan. i. 5, 15, 18, 
mSPp Gen. viii. 3, &e. 

DTN ighal "3, Dan. i. 2, 2 Chron. xxviii. 24, (bis) xxxvi. 18, Neh. xiii. 9; 
» V2, Jer. xxvii. 16, xxviii. 3, 6, 2 Chron. xxxvi. 10, Ezr. i. 7; but wypa eal 
Kings viii. 4, as Num. iii. 31, also 1 Chron. ix. 29, 2 Chron. v.5. The name Mi? 
occurs only in Daniel’s own prayer, Dan. ix. 10, 18, 14, [ii.] and its immediate 
context ix. 2, 4, 20. 

onan *93 Dan. xi.8. Comp. 77791 °23 93 2 Chron. xxxii. 27,” M3 NIN 3 
2 Chron. xxxvi. 10, T2300 'D Ib. 19, but also Hos. xii. 10. 

PrN 818 3 Dan. i. 2, (“the treasure-house of his gods,” for the simple 
TIN.) ISIN HVS, Mal. iii. 10, Neh. x. 39; in Jos.” WIN, vi. 19; * 42 18, Ib. 
24, and so 1 Chron. xxix. 8;  JV2 FANS 8 1 Kings vii. 51, xv. 18, 2 Kings xii. 19; 
DrNn 2.8, 2 Chron. y. 1. 

Vas with Z and inf. “commanded to,” Dan. i. 3, 4, 18, ii. 2, (in Chald. of Dan. 
ii. 12, 46, iii. 13, 19, 20, iv. 23, vi. 24.) 1 Chron. xxi. 17, Esth. i. 17, iv. 13, ix. 14. 
In 2 Sam. xxi. 16, (quoted by Ew. Lehrb. p. 818,) as in Ex. ii. 14, it signifies, 
“thought to.” See Ges. Thes. p. 120. 

MDI YW Dan. i. 3, 2 Kings xxv. 25, Jer. xli. 1, Ez. xvii. 18. 

DID ¢ “Nobles,” Jewish, Dan. i. 3; Persian, Esth. i. 3, vi. 9; Aryan word. 
See Note A. p. 459. The Hebrew title is PINT sy Ez. xvii. 13, 2 Kings xxiv. 
15. Comp. INI TN Ex. xy. 15, or ON, see above p- 348, or generally 
D772, ONIN. 

Y VD, f knowledge, Dan. i. 4, 17, 2 Chron. i. 10, 11, 12, (Y33 Ch. Dan. ii. 21, iv. 
31, 33, v. 12, Sam. 79) connected with contraction in the oldest Hebrew, 
YIVD for PIV MWD. 

sa “was defiled,” Dan. i. 8, Ezr. ii. 62, Mal. i. 7, 12, Neh. vii. 64, but also 
before Captivity, Is. lix. 3, Lxiii. 3, Zeph. iii. 1, or at its beginning, Lam. iy. 14. 

1) 733 P37, Dan. i. 17, OTN AWS PID, 2 Chron, xxvi.5, and generally 
P27 with 3 ix. 23, (ii.) x. 11, 2 Chron. xxxiv. 12, Neh. viii. 8, xiii. 7. 

m3, “castle,” “tower,” Dan. viii. 2, Chron. (ii.) Neh. (iii.) Esth. (x.) 

SID MWY Dan. viii. 4, xi. 3, 16; with plur. aff, Neh. ix. 24, Esth. ix. 5. 

DIY VO¥ (ig. VY VY of Pent.) Dan. viii. 5, 8, 2 Chron. xxix. 21, Ezr. vi. 
17. Ch.; VPS alone, Dan. viii. 5, Ezr. viii. 35; with VY, Dan, viii, 21. (VOY 
Ch. Sam. “198 Syr.) 

nv2op Dan. viii. 22, like DYN) Jer. xxxvii. 16. 

ix. 6, accumulation like Jer. xliy. 17. 

WY o. OY p. viii. 25, xi. 14, 1 Chron. xxi. 1, 2 Chron. xx. 23, 


72), only with affix, “where I, he, stood,” nearly —DIDD, Dan. viii. Ge S yoxs 
11, xi. 1, 2 Chron. (iii.) Neh. (iii) 
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MWyYN), Dan. viii. 27, only occurs in Ez. xx. 14; but WYN) also occurs only five 
times ; MWY also occurs 1 Kings xvi. 25, 2 Kings iii. 2, xiii. 11, Ezek. xviii. 19. 

OY OANA WN ASIN 733 Dan. ix. 7, from Jer. xxiii. 3, 8. xxxii. 37. 

D5 NW3, for NW3 only, Dan. ix. 7, 8, a Chron, xxxii. 21; with aff, 19 .3 Ps. 
xliv. 16, DFPID .3 Jer. vii. 19. 

pow: Iw nba} MVM WN? Dan. ix. 7, Jer. xxv. 13; with the prep. ON and 9y), 
Jer. xi. 2, xvill. 11. 

Doway: ae") ATM WS 4D 2 Chron. xxxiv. 30, 

ey Sp) vw b> Jer. xvii. 20, xxv. 2. 

zie ba. bs SAR by Jer. xxxv. 17. 

am b> oy) 7 op Pe) 2 Jer. xxv. 2. 

i aaj b> 2 Chron. xx. 15, 18, xxxii. 33. 

my MT 2 Chron. xx. 20, xxi. 13, xxxiii. 9. 

opIny panpa Dan. ix. 7, Jer. xxv. 26, Esth. ix. 20, from Deut. xiii. 8, 
JR OPA is TWN Dasa. 

by, verb and noun, revived from the Pentateuch in the later books; very little 
used in intervening books. 

The verb occurs in the Pent. (vii. times) Josh. (iv.) Prov. (i) Dan. ix. 7. Ezek. 
(vii.) Ezr. (ii.) Chron. (xii.) Neh. (ii.); the noun, in Pent. (vii.) Josh. (v.) Job 
(i.) Ezek. (v.) Dan. ix. 7. Ezr. (iii.) Chron. (v.) 

oy Oy, with "3, or pronoun relating to God, Lev. v. 21, xxvi. 40, Num. v..6, 
Josh. xxii. 31, Ezek. xvii. 20, xx. 27, xxxix. 26, Dan. ix. 7, 1 Chron. x. 13, 2 Chron. 
o.aiy IK) 

DTI Dan. ix. 9, Jer. xvi. 5, “the mercies, compassions;” 0°37 "21 Dan. 
ix. 18, “Thy mercies, the great,” i.e. Thy great, well-known mercies. Nehemiah 
has Wt 1115; ‘WI 'N14, lit. “in, aecording to Thy mercies, the great.’ Else, only 
031 PN Ps. cxix. 156, “Thy mercies are great ;” D3) 21 2 Sam. xxiv. 14, 
1 Chron. xxi. 18; PHM, 353 “according to the multitude of,” &ec. Ps. li. 8, 
lxix. 17. 

NINO Dan. ix. 9, 7200 Ps. exxx. 4, HIND TON Neh. ix. 17. 

rnrina n39 a rox » Sina aye’ 8) Dan. ix. 10, from Jer. xliv. 28, 89 
pada xd rarya y npn onan 7 bipa pny. 

352 “poured out,” of God’s anger, Dan. ix. 11, 27, Nah.i. 6, Jer. vii. 20, xli. 18, 
xliv. 6, 2 Chron. xii. 7, xxxiv. 17, 21, 25. 

NS before Nominative, Dan. ix. 13, Jer. xxxvi. 22, Neh. ix. 19. 

Tp¥ with 0y of th, Dan. ix. 14, Jer.i.12; with [31 p. Jer. xxxi. 28, xliv. 27, 

rypo-d-Iy paw °D Dan.ix.14; 2" by xan 53 ‘by P'S TIAN) Neh, ix. 38. 

min ova ow 9- wy) Dan. ix. 15, verbatim from a xxxli. 20 (only Jere- 
miah has the unabridged form, MWYJ14)). TIT DM, like “hodie” for “adhuc” in 


good latin. 

yi9d argon oda Dan. ix. 18, 7°29) *nIMA DD Dan. ix. 20, 7D? 
39> DININA Jer. xlii. 9, of God; yon 9399 span -->°9D Ib. xxxvill. 26. 

TD38, Dan. x. 5, Jer. x. 9. 

Dax « nevertheless,” “however,” Dan. x. 7, 21, Ezr. x. 13, 2 Chr. i. 4, xix. 3, 
xxxili. 17; “nay but,” Gen. xvii. 19, xlii. 21, 2 Sam. xiv. 5, 1 Kings i. 43, 2 Kings 
iv. 14. 


476 WORDS AND IDIOMS COMMON TO DANIEL 


nd Wy Dan. x. 8, 16, xi. 6; 2 Chron. xiii. 20; with 5 1 Chron. xxix. 14, 2 
' Chron. xxii. 9. 

Ty, + “trembling,” of the human being, Dan. x. 11, Ezr. x. 9, after the 
analogy of 7UT} Is. viii. 12, xxix. 24, and other words, expressive of emotion. 
We say, “do not frighten yourselves.” The simple root, 73!, is used of the life- 
less earth, Ps. civ. 33. 1, “trembling,” occurs Ex. xv. 15, Ps. lv. 6. 

139 DS [DI] with 5 and inf, Dan. x. 12, Eccl. i. 18, 17, viii. 16, 1 Chr. xxii. 19, 2 
Chron. xi. 16; with » of thing, Eccl. vii. 21, viii. 9. 

pays ran) niaynia> Dan. x. 12, Ezr. viii. 21. 

y+ (for PS) “how?” Dan. x.17, 1 Chron. xiii. 12. J “as” not “how?” 
occurs in Sam. Pent. Gen. xxxiy. 81. [The Sam. Targ. has always JS for Heb. 
YS TIS MG.]. J (not J) is also the basis of all the compound conjunctions 
and abstracts in Syr., as also of the abstracts in the later Jewish writers, 32'S 
“quality,” 7287 “endowed with qualities,” [and of the interrog. [128 “how?” 
used exclusively in Onk. and Jon. MG.] 7", itself (which, Ges. says “is very fre- 
quent in Ch.”) mostly occurs in the later Targg. “The Targ. on Job, Ps. Prov. 
often use ]’S for 2.” Buxt. [Targ. Prov. has mostly JS, asin Syr. But S2°8, 8315, 
“where?” are used promiscuously in Jon. J, “how?” occurs once also in Ps.- 
Jon. Deut. i. 12, who has else }.12"N, except in Gen. xxxix. 9. MG.] 

32 “writing,” Dan. x. 21, 2 Chron. xxxv. 4; else “written characters,” Ezr. 
Esth.; “letter,” 2 Chron. ii. 10; “writ,” Esth. iii. 14, viii. 8, 13, iv. 8; God’s 
“book” of the people, Ezek. xiii. 9; “register,” Ezr. ii. 62, Neh. vii. 64; “ book,” 
Arab, Aram. Samarit. In Chald. “writing,” Dan. v. 8, 15, 16, 24, 25. 

‘BY PIN Dan. x. 21, 1 Chron. xi. 10, 2 Chron. xvi. 9. 

VN with OY p. Dan. xi. 6,2 Chron. xx. 35, 37. DIB + Dan. xi. 23, 
verbal noun like MYYNW, Ez. xxiv. 26. F 

ny, with 3 p. “do against,” Dan. xi. 7; of God, Jer. xviii. 23. 

pon yD, “forces,” Dan. xi. 10; moon, chiefly of ona ‘Ww, “the princes 
of the forces,” (of Benhadad 1 Kings xv. 20.) 2 Kings xxv. 23, 26, 2 Chron. xvi. 
4, Jer. [ix times.]; also oon *1)3) 1 Chron. vii. 5, 7, 11, 40. 

i235 py Dan. xi. 12, Ez. xxxi. 10. 

MIND, “10,0008” Dan. xi. 12, pointed in Ezr. ii. 69. M839. On the sing. 
13% see on Jonah p. 250. 

8199 139 DW) Dan. xi. 17, Jer. xlii. 15, 17, xliv. 12; Moyd'D'w 2 Kings 
xi. 18. 

pA, Dan. xi. 17, Esth. ix. 29, x. 2; Ch. Dan. ii. 37, iv. 27. 

w)1 Vay Dan. xi. 20; contrary prophecy as to Israel, Wy DM oy. SER x> 
wa} Zech. ix. 8. 

43 + xi, 24, 33, fem. form of the ordinary, 13, (in Syr. fem. Shia, Sain, 7113.) 
“booty,” Ezek. xxix. 19, zr. ix. 7, 2 Chron. (iii.) Neh. (i.) Esth. (iii. one phrase, 
ix. 10, 15, 16.) 

by Mawr WH Dan. xi. 24, Jer. xi. 19, xviii. 18; sing. Jer. xviii. 11, xlix. 
30, Esth. viii. 3; plur. with ON Jer. xlix. 20, 1. 45. 

iv. Words and idioms revived from the Pentateuch, in part in common with other of 
the later books of the O. T. 
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WAY + PIS Dan. i. 2, from Gen. x. 10; also adopted in Zech. v.11. The 
name was still exstant in the time of Joshua, whether as derived from Genesis or 
as traveling with the article of merchandise, 123¥ NV “a garment of Shinar,” 
i.e. of its tapestried manufacture. Josh. vii. 21. Isaiah used 13117, alone, xi. lL. 
The name, 7}13¥, Sen’ar, was still the Syriac title for Babylon, in the time of 
Barhebreus, as distinct from Persia, Syria, Mesopotamia, Assyria, Chron. pp. 9, 
93, 169, 256, 274, 314, 529, 565, 578. See ane de Nino urbe, p. 9. 

NW 2 Dan. i. 4, Gen. xxiv. 16, xxvi. 7, 2 Sam. xi. 2; alsoin Esth. i. 11, 
Bi? 3.07 

wor ov 434 Ex, (iii) Lev. Num. Deut. Kings (ii.) Chron. (iii.) Ezr. (i.) Neh. 
(ii.) Jer. (i.) 

D’D}i of the countenance, only Dan. i. 10, Gen. x1. 6. 

aP| 53, with gen. of abstract word, Dan. i. 20, from Ex. xxii. 8; also in 1 
Chron. xxvii. 1. 

MNT WY, i. 20, from Gen. xliii. 34, FIV WON; comp. Gen. xvii. 24, JPW 
AND; eh rey in Neh. xi. 1. 

(a): pon, iepoypaypareic, Dan. i. 20, ii. 2; in his Chaldee, ii. 10, 27, iv. 4, 6, v. 
11; a common name for an office common to Babylon and Egypt; Gen. xli. 8 
24, Ex. vii. 11, 22, viii. 3, 4, 15, ix. 11. 

Dyanna Dan, ii. 1, "137 DYANM) Ib. 3, from Gen. xli. 8, 197 OPS. oy 
does not occur in Chald. except in the sense of the Heb. “times,” nor in Syr. at 
all; in Arabic it only signifies “was full.” 

TOMAS, “in the beginning,” Dan. viii. 1, ix. 21, Gen. [iv] Jud. [iii]. 

TIT) ANIW) It NWN) Dan. viii. 3, T3977) NWS) Ty OX RYN Ib. x. 5; from 
Gen. xxxi. 10, 7127) DV72 NIN) “Ty, NEN. 

733}) 72D¥) WD? ¢ Dan. viii. 4, from Gen. xxviii. 14, 732) mD¥) 272) 7D). 
The 4 points of the compass are given 97) 197?) 13231 mD¥ Gen. xiii. 14, and 
in 1 Chron. ix. 24. It is not a mere imitation, since the East is omitted pur- 
posely. See ab. p.183. 

p32 Ay t Dan. viii. 14, with art. "pam AN, referring to this, Ib. 26; from 
Gen. i. 5, sqq. 

34 72D Dan. viii. 15, “as the appearance of a man,” (add x. 6, 18.) from 
Num. ix. 15, W& M8793; thence Ezek. i. 13, 14, 26, (ii.) 27, (ii.) 28, viii. 2, (ii.) 
alex, xd U1) xliin3. 

ANW “vision,” viii. 16, from Ex. iii. 3, of the “burning bush ;” then Ez. viii. 
4, xi. 24, xliii. 3. 

m8) Id. Dan. x. 7, (ii.) 8, 16, Num. xii. 6, plur. Gen, xlvi- 2, Ezek. i. 1, viii. 
8, xl. 2; sing. 1 Sam. iii. 16. 

Da y Dan. viii. 23, from Deut. xxvili. 50; 1) q9 Is. xix. 4. 

MNT, “confess,” Lev. v. 5, xvi. 21, xxvi. 40, Num. v. 7; then Dan. ix. 4. 20, 
and Ezr. (i.) Chron. (i.) Neh. (iii.) 

ix. 4, rRN¥D IDwd) YaANd TONA AIA Jow NVIM OT OND, verbatim 
from Deut. vii. 9, except that Dan. has substituted SWIM. the awful, for TONNT, the 
faithful. Daniel has retained even the 3d persons, YII8, VSP. Nehemiah 
uses the verse, i. 5, and some of it in ix. 82. Solomon employed Moses’ words 
1) '35 ‘DW in his prayer, 1 Kings viii. 23, 2 Chron. vi. 14. See ab. p. 318, 
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17, with 3, “rebelled against” God, Dan. ix. 9, Num. xiv. 9, Josh. xxii. 16, 
18, 19, 29, Ezek. ii. 3, Neh. ix. 26. 

vid AN M3nd WS Ayrawin) MNT Dan. ix. 11, Deut. xxix. 19,23 13 AYI7 
min W9p3 nanan ndyn. 

Dwa- “b> NA Dan. ix. 12, Gen. vii. 19, Deut. ii, 25, iv. 19, Job xxviii. 24, 
XxXxvii. 3, xli. 3. [11 Eng.] 

11, of living body, Dan. x. 6, Gen. xlvii. 18; thence Hz. i. 11, 23, Neh. ix. 37. 

Syn 37 x. 4, title given to the Euphrates (019 112) Gen. xv. 18, Deut. i. 
7, then Jos. i. 4; here transferred to the Tigris, pan sin. 

m7} nw Dal x. 7, Gen. xxvii. 33. 

‘FI Dan. x. 18, as Gen. xxxii. 25. 

Nw} Dan. ix. 12, (ii.) Num. xv. 24, Deut. xiii. 14, xvii. 4, 2Sam. (i.) Neh. (i.) 
Mal. (i.); 10} Dan. xi. 36, in pause. 

DDT IVITND TO) MIP? TWA ON + Dan. x. 14 

————-D3DN 3 Sp. —— — Gen. xlix. 1. . 

In this place only, 17). is pointed like 8)p", for which it is substituted ; and 
here only has ? p., not the ace. 

san Dan. xi. 4, Pent. (xxiv.) Jos. xxii. 29, 1 Kings x. 13, Ezr. (i.) Neh. (i.) 
Chron. (iii.) 

MY for Wy Dan. xi. 10, from old form in Pent. Gen. xlix. 11, [ii.] (changed 
by Kri once), Ex. xxii. 4, 26. xxxii. 17, Lev. xxiii. 18; thence 2 Kings xix. 23, 
xx. 13, Ezek. xlviii. 18, all corrected in Kri (Hiller Arc. Keth. p. 74. Ges. Lehre. 
p. 212.) 

a) WD) Dan. xi. 18, from Gen. xiii. 6, xxxvi.7; thence 2 Chron. xxxii. 29. 
WiD occurs in the Pent. xiii times; in Dan. iii; in Ezr. iv; in Chron. viii 
times. 

193 OY Dan. xi. 20, 21, 38, prob. from Gen. xl. 18, xli. 13. 

DIM DD. Dan. xi. 20, from Gen. xxvii. 44, xxix. 20. 

YU 1anwI “the rich (lit. fat) places of the land,” Dan. xi. 24, from Gen. xxvii. 
28, 39. 

VNIN NIN) VAS Th, like Ex. x. 6, PODS NIN) PHI. 

MIAN) TWNID Dan. xi. 29; TMIWNID else only Deut. ix. 18. 

m9 c. DY p. “cleave (so as to lean) upon,” Dan. xi. 34; from Num. xviii. 2, 4; 
but also Is. xiv. 1, and Esth. ix. 27; as to God, Is. lvi. 6. 

WT ADY Dan. xii. 5, from Gen. xli. 3; WNP, Dan. xii. 6, from Ex. vii. 24. 

v. Words or idioms taken from Ezekiel. 

DND “shut up,” of things obscure, Dan. viii. 26, xii. 4,9; Ezek. xxviii. 3, “lo, 
thou art wiser than Daniel,” ‘]\7}, x DIND 53. It implies, not that the thing 
was not known, but that it was not understood; 139 {PS vill. 27. comp. Ps. li. 8, 
DND3, “in the hidden part.” 

DAN, Dan. i, 10; comp, 2N, debt, Ezek. xviii. 7. 

DW 12 “son of man,” vocative, Dan. viii. 17, as Ezek. passim; comp. W38 13 
Dan. vii. 13. 

oa wv 15 Dan. x. 5, from Ezek. ix. 2; and (referring to this) D333 way Dan. 
xii. 6, Ezek. ix. 11. 
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ww Dan. x. 6; the word, not the idiom, from Ez. i. 16, x. 9. 

P?? MSW; UN OT D293 Dan. 2. © sy, pi? ss? vSN {33 o-pabn LatleP) 
Ez. i. 13. 

2p NWN PHP. Ib. Ezek. i. 7. 

D na fun Vy 2 “the vision is yet for those (fixed) days.” Dan. x.14. Before, 
he said, undefined, 0°3) DD 2 *2 viii. 26. Ezekiel says, JWTJ ODS Ost Na 
0°32) OD? iy) TIM Na WA xii, 27. If there be an allusion, it is a remarkable 
Saunton. as truth, of what was said scornfully. 


Note C. on p. 100. 


Of the Aryan or other rare words in Daniel relating to offices, dress, musical 
instruments, most were lost in Aramaic, together with the things themselves, 
several had become obsolete, when the book of Daniel was translated. 

The more common names of offices, Achashdarpenin, sagan, pechah, were under- 
stood and translated by the Peshito, but had disappeared from the language. The 
translation of these, and the retention of the names of the four next in order, in 
Dan. iii. 2, &. makes it probable that the meaning too of the four latter names 
of offices was obliterated. The original words can still be traced, being diseuised 
only by the interchange of similar letters, -Adargazerazia lies hid under agardoie ; 
gedaberaiia under gerabdoie, (the d and r, as differing only by the position of the 
dot, being transposed ;) dethaberatia under therabdoie, (the d being again changed 
into r and r into d, and 1, so changed, being further transposed with th;) Tiftatia 
under Thibethoie (the f being changed into 6, which it much resembles.) The entire 
expiry of two of these words is the more remarkable, because they are pure Aramaic. 
They perished with the offices themselves. A third was a variation of a word 
which lived on in Syriac, which yet the translator did not recognize under the 
slight disguise of gedabar for gidsbar. The name satrap was revived, but probably 
from the Greek, 8DW0D (e.g. Barh. 159. 1.) whence was formed, with the Syriac 
ending, 8D WD or 8119390, “satrapy,” (e.g. Barh. 162, 6). Hammelzar was 
also retained, although without the Article. It has now become Meshizar i. 11, 
Menisar ini.16. Haddaberaiia (again an Aramaic word) is translated in Dan. iii. 
24, 27, iv. 33, as is also Sarechin, Dan. vi. 3, &. Partemim, “nobles,” was doubt- 
less retained in what is now an unmeaning word, partevoye. No trace of any of 
these three words remains in Syriac. 

Of the names of musical instruments, the Syriac name mashrookitho was naturally 
retained; as being Syriac, and remaining, although in a modified form, in the 
language. (See below Note D.) Kithoro also survived, being used in the Peshito, 
Gen. iy. 21, 1 Cor. xiv. 7, and Plur. Ps. Ixxvi. 3; as was the Syrized Kithooroodoo- 
tho, “music,” Barh. p. 149. pen. p. 162. 1.6; mekaithoro, “minstrel;” Noy. 149; 
kithoroodo, “minstrel;” F. methkithar, 76 xBapiféuevov, 1 Cor. xiv.7. (Bernst.) It 
seems probable that, at the date of the Peshito, the Syrians had the instrument 
symfoneyah or sifoneyeh, because the Peshito does not simply retain the word, but 
slightly inflects it, zefooneyo, (S29D¥) ; yet there are no subsequent traces of it, and 
the learned lexicographers differ as to the nature of the instrument. (See Ges. d. 
B. Ali, p. 26, 7.) It is even remarkable that there is no trace of the instrument 
pesanterin in Syriac, since it had become an Assyrian instrument in the time of 
Sennacherib, and continues in use to this day in Egypt, the trunk of its name, 
santer, santur, &c. still surviving. See ab. pp. 96, 7. 
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Of the names of dress, the Peshito pronounces sarbal, sharbolo. This is desig- 
nated as “‘a flowing garment” “by Barhebrzeus, x55r wba p. 223. 1. 16. and a 
verb is formed from it; “their dress was mesharbelin,” lit. “trousered.” Barh. p. 
80.1.8. (Lhe reading is undoubted, occurring in cod. Hunt. 1. also.) The defeat 
of the Persians is ascribed to this peculiarity of their dress, and their bows being 
relaxed by the humidity of the air. 

The word carbal, the Peshito alone understood rightly. It is the more remark- 
able, that there is no trace of the word in Syriac, except as, “the crest of a cock.” 
In Hebrew there occurs the derived verb 93190 1 Chr. xv. 27. 

Petsho was retained, is explained by the Syriac lexicographers, but no instance 
has been found of its use. 

Hamnuca not only lived on in the form of the Kri, hamnica, as equivalent to 
dsiro, a ‘“jewelled collar,” but gave rise to a verb, hamnec, “girt,’ and a corrupted 
noun, hamnisono, “a girdle.” See in Ges. d. Bar Ali et B. B. ii. 10. 

Pathbag had become a naturalized term in the Hebrew of Daniel, being used, 
not only of the royal food allotted to the three youths, (i. 5, 8, 18, 15, 16,) but also 
in the prophetic description of the treachery to Ptolemy Philometor, (xi. 26, not 
mentioned in exstant historians,) where “they who eat of his pathbag” replaces 
the “they who did eat of my bread” of the Psalmist. In the exstant Syriac, path- 
bag (81209) occurs both in the more limited and in the wider sense. S. Ephrem 
uses it of the “royal dainties,’ which Barzillai declined, (i. 423,) but also of “the 
dainties of Egypt,’ which Israel pined after, (i. 260,) and of the food with which 
Abigail supplied David and his men. (Ib. 382.) Barhebrzeus uses it of something 
given by the Atabeg, which would keep for a year, unspoiled, in a cloth in the 
slaye’s bosom. Chron. p. 331. The Syriac Lexica say, that petboye are “dates with- 
out rind;” patboge, pathbogotho, “various sorts of strong soup;” pathbogo, “a royal 
cook.” Ges. on B. Ali. ii, 25. 

Of the Hebrew of Daniel, we have, as is known, no Targum. The Jewish tra- 
dition states that “Jonathan B. Uzziel was forbidden to write a Targum on the 
Hagiographa,” “because in it” (“i.e. in Daniel,” adds Rashi,) “is contained the 
term of the coming of the Messiah.” (Megillah, f. 3. 1.in Schéttg. de Mess. p. 
264.) 

Of the titles of officers, which occur in the Hebrew or Chaldee of Daniel, the 
Targum of Esther substitutes a corrupt form of the Greek otparyAarn¢ for 
DIDVWMN in Esth. iii. 12, viii. 9, ix. 3. (Buxtorf’s reference to Esther x. 3, 
(Lex. p. 64.) must be an accidental erratum, since, there, D.JDVIWMNS occurs in the 
Hebrew, not in the Chaldee.) Sagan was perpetuated in the Chaldee of the Tar- 
gums and Gemara from the Hebrew; yet so as to shew that the name was retained 
only in the generic sense of “prefect.” (See Buxt. p. 1435.) Pechah, although so 
common in Biblical Hebrew, was lost. Adargadserin, although lost, was under- 
stood rightly by Saadiah. Aben Ezra professes not to understand it or the names 
which follow it. Rashi thought it to be the name of a nation. Gedabwr Saadiah 
explains rightly by the gidsbar of Ezra; but dethabar he explains wrongly by aid 
of the Hebrew bar ; and tiphtaie, as though it were formed from patach. Haddaberin 
was lost, although Buxtorf gives one instance of medabbera (873M) in the Targ. 
Proy. xi. 14, [where some Edd. read medabberana (81732) which is also in Peshito 
MG.] The Targ. on Cant. i. 8. has also 87177 "3, “euiders (i.e. teachers) of 
their time.” Medabberana, (8))3 12) is also used of a pilot, Targ. Esth. II. iv, 1 
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and in the Talmud of a teacher as a guide of his nation, Sanh. 14. a. and Keth. 17. 
Levy ii. 9. Partemim is retained in one of the two places of Esther, in which it 
occurs beside Daniel, (i. 3,) as "81319, in Esth. vi. 9, it is replaced by Pro WOS 
i.e. oTpatnyol. 

Of sabes carbela is used once (Berach. f. 20, 1.) of dress of a certain “gentile 
woman,” and is explained in the gloss by reference to Dan. iii. 21. (Buxt. p. 
1084.) Sarbal, like the Syriac sharbal, gave rise to a pass. part. 5370 or 53300. 
Buxt. 1544, 5. 

Hamnuca survived in the form which the Kri substituted, Hamnica, (Prov. i. 9, 
Esth. ii. 9, Buxt. ¢. 1226,) or the more Greek form, menica (Gen. xli. 42. Onk. xlix. 
22. Targ. Jer. Esth. ii. 17, vii. 7. Buxt.) or moniak, wavidkyc. (Buxt. c. 1228.) 
Pattish was lost. Of the musical instruments, the Mashrokitha, Sabea, Pesanterin 
were lost; the soomphonia occurs in the Talmud twice, (Kelim ec. 11 and 16) and is 
explanted wrongly “lyre.” (Buxt. c. 1504.) Kathros occurs wrongly in Jonathan, 
Is. v. 12, for JA, i.e. timbrel; and in Targ. Eccl. ii. 8. (Buxt. c. 2164.) Pathbag, so | 
common in Syriac, was lost. 

Of the Greek-speaking Jews, the LXX translated in a general way the names 
of Ofices, shewing that they attached no definite meaning tothem. Achashdarpenin 
(Satraps) they rendered dcovxyrat, Esth. viii. 35; olxovduoc, Esth. viii, 9; carparne, 
in Dan. ili. 2. vi. 1. 4. [2. 5.] where they were guided by the Auber: oTpatnyot 
in Esth. iii. 1; tipavvoc in Esth. ix. 3, (where they render NDT “wy 53 “the 
rulers of the Sattapa? perhaps “satrapies”); imaroc, Dan. iii. 3, 27. (94.) 

Sagan, they render by apywv (as they do many other words,) 4 times in Nehe- 
miah and in Is, xli. 15; by orparvyoi, 12 times, including Dan. iii. 27, (94); b 
yyobmevoc, Dan. ii. 48; by tordpyat, Ib. iii. 27, (94.) 

Pechah also they render in Nehemiah, twice by apywy, as also twice by Pia, Bia, 
and twice by émapyor; in Ezra, by adzyobmevoc in vi. 7; by érapyou, 5 times; by 
Onoavpopbaag, v.14. They render it by yyewov Jer. li. 23; by #yobuevoc, Jer. li. 28, 
and Ezek. xxiii. 6; by catparaz, twice in Kings, once in Chron.; by tordpyye, in 2 
Kings xviii. 24, Is. xxxvi. 9, Dan. iii. 2,3; by dpyenarpiora, iii. 27 (94); by éx 
gvaqe, 4 times in Haggai. 

Of adargadseriia, gedaberiia, dethaberiia, tiphtaiia, the LXX rendering must be 
uncertain, since it has only six names for seven offices; and trarov, which occu- 
pies the first place in iii. 1, is now the fourth in iii. 2; but there is no one charac- 
teristic rendering. In Ezra the LXX retain gisbar in the form ya¢Bapwec, i.8. In 
the plural they render “treasures,” instead of “treasurers,” ya¢av, viii. 20. 

Haddabere malca is rendered, “the king’s friends,” in Dan. iii. 27. (94.) haddabe- 
rohi, “his friends,” Ib. 24. The clause, in which it occurs, is omitted in iy. 33, and 
in vi. 8. Theodotion renders it by peyoravec aitod, iii, 24, duvacra: Tov BaorAéwe, 
iii, 27, of ropavvoi yor, iv. 33, and by traroe in vi. 8. 

Sarechin the LXX translated, vaguely, 7yovuévov¢ avtav, Dan. vi. 2, omitted it in 
4, 5, 6, 7, 8; Theodotion rendered raxrixoi in vi. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7; otparzyoi in vi. 8. 

The LXX were still acquainted with the musical instruments, and rendered 
mashrokitha rightly otpvyf. Of the articles of dress, in Dan. iii. 21, they rendered 
sarbalin wrongly “sandals,” and pattishin, “tiaras;” carbelath they omitted; but in 
iii. 27, (94,) they retained sarbalin in the form in which it had already been Gre- 
cised, (Antiphanes in Poll. x. 40.) capaBapa; yet they understood apparently 
neither the Chaldee nor the Greek word, since they mistranslated the Chaldee iii. 
21; hamnic they recognized by aid of the Greek wavidxnc. Pathbag they rendered 
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by a general word “table,” i. 5, or “feast,” i. 8, 18, 15, where the context clearly 
guided them, but in xi. 26, they wholly missed the meaning, as did, subsequently, 
Theodotion. So also they were ignorant of the meaning of Hammelzar, of gazerin, 
a Babylonian class of soothsayers, which they retained with the Greek termination 
Gazarenoi, Dan. ii. 27, v. 7, repeating it v. 8, but omitting it altogether in iv. 4, v. 
11. So also they omitted Appadno, in Dan. xi. 47, a well-known term in Baby- 
lonia, whose meaning was lost in their time in the West. They translated the 
proper name Dura, not knowing it to besuch. In Daniel, as throughout the O. T., 
they rendered rab-hattabbachim or sar-hattabbachim, apxeuayerpoc, except in Gen. xl. 
4, where, determined by the context, they rendered, apyWeouerne, “captain of the 
prisoners.” Nor did they understand 0°3/93°, to which the later Chaldee did not 
guide them; nor Das and other words of the date of Daniel. In a word, they 
knew the meaning of musical instruments still in use, but they were ignorant of the 
names of Babylonian officers, Babylonian dress, Babylonian soothsayers, a Baby- 
lonian castle. Naturally. For their fathers had quitted Babylon some centuries 
before. And yet, on the rationalist hypothesis, the writer of the book of Daniel is 
to have lived in Palestine, some 363 years after his people quitted Babylon, and 
yet to have been familiar with, and to have used rightly, all those non-Hebrew 
words, which, shortly after, his countrymen did not understand. 


Notre D on p. 108. 


The chief characteristics, which sever the Chaldee of the Bible from that of 
the Targums, lie in those grammatical forms which run through the whole 
diction, a summary of which has already been given from the careful examination 
of the Rey. J. McGill, p. 44-52. 

It is only as very subsidiary to that decisive proof, that I have set down a 
certain number of words, which occur in the six chapters which Daniel wrote in 
Chaldee, and which do not apparently occur in the Targums or the Gemara, or 
either of them. I say, “do not apparently occur,” on the ground of the 30 years’ 
labor of Buxtorf. 

Even such a labor would leave many gleanings for those, who should make the 
subject either of the Targums or of the Gemara a special study, as he did. They, 
who are not called to this, may rely with a certain degree of confidence on such a 
prolonged labor by one so accurate as Buxtorf; as, in fact, I have not observed in 
the Thesaurus of Gesenius a statement on the Chaldee of the Targums which is 
not taken from Buxtorf. Meantime, while individual statements may have to be 
modified, the main fact of the difference between the Biblical Aramaic and that 
of the Targums, will only be established the more clearly. Daniel was, of course, 
in early times a subject of study both to the Targumists and the writers in the 
Gemara. Men do not infer that the Pentateuch is of the age of Daniel, on the 
ground that Daniel adopted some idioms from it. So neither should they, that 
Daniel was of the age of or near the Targums, because the paraphrasts adopted 
idioms from Daniel. Many words, doubtless, were retained in the later Chaldee, 
as the result of the study of Daniel. On the other hand, Ziindel has hinted at 
the converse of this argument, viz. the idioms of the Targums, which might 
naturally have occurred in Daniel, but for which Daniel uses his own equivalent 
expression. (Daniel, pp. 246,7.) I have marked with a * those words only, which 
Buxtorf did not know to exist in the Targums or the Gemara. By the kindness 
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of the Rev. J. McGill, who has made the Targums a special study, I have made 
several additions in this second edition, which I haye marked as his. I have 
also consulted Levy’s Chald. Lex. (as far as it has appeared) on all the words. 
When any of Mr. McGill’s contributions are identical with instances given by 
Levy, I received them before the publication of the portion of Leyy’s Lexicon, 
which contains them. 

no in Dan. xxiii times; in Targg., [except those on Prov. and Job, in which 
last it is almost universal, MG.] less frequent, mostly N4N"n, or NDIND. [nbn 
is also not unfrequent in the Targ. on the Psalms, except where “words” of God 
are spoken of. Buxtorf and Levy give no examples from Onkelos. It occurs in 
the plural in the sense of “statements made in a judicial cause,” together with DMD 
for the cause itself, in Deut. i. 17, and in the sense of “accusations” or “bad fume” 
in Deut. xxii. 14,17. Else Onk. has 1nd in Ex. v. 9, xxiii. 8, xxxiv. 28, Deut. 
i. 34, v. 28, xvi. 19; whereas the Samaritan has 799 or 94nn; the Syriac has x9p 
in all the above except Deut. v. 28; Ps.-Jon. has 8) Ex. v. 9, xxxiv. 28, [once] 
Deut. 1. 17, [once] xvi. 19, as has Jerus. T. in xvi. 19. In Jon. on the Prophets, 
xD occurs seldom, and mostly in the same verse with 0379, 1 K. xii. 7, Is. xxix. 
21, Jer. ix. 20. In Jer. xxvi. 10 D395 occurs twice in Jon.; the Syriac has 879 
once. In 1 Sam. xxviii. 20,2 Sam. xix. 23, (bis), Is. xxix. 11, xxxvii. 4 (bis), 
Jon. has DAN, where Pesh. has xD. MG.] Levy only adds Is. liii. 7, lviii. 9, 13, 
where it is joined with its own verb, 55n, and Jud. xxi. 13, with x7p. In Is. 
lviii. 9, 18, and Jud. it is also followed by a gen. [The expression DJIN7 po 
occurs also in Is. lix. 4, and Hos. x. 4 (with part. of S5n), and pon is used in 1 
Sam. li. 25, in the sense of “pleadings.” In Syriac it is more frequent than even 
in the Syrizing Targg. MG.] 

[718) My Dan. ii. 5 &. is used as an idiom by Daniel, 71y being a partic. 
24 times and a preterite 6 times. The two words are generally retained in the 
Peshito, whereas WO8!) 81), and its plur. &c. rarely occur in the Targg. Where 
the Pesh. has 78) &1y, Onk. has 2°AN, generally followed by 18), Gen. xviii. 
27, xxiii. 5, 10, 14, xxiv. 50, xxvii. 37, 39, xxxi. 14, 31, 36, 43, xxxiv. 13, xl. 18, 
Kh, L6.xhi 22x, ty. 1, xix. 18 Nu. xi. 28, xx. 18) xxii.12)/26 xxx. 31) De: 
xxi. 7, xxvi. 5, xxvii. 14,15. The Peal of 833° is not cited from Onk. by Buxt. 
or Levy, and has been found only in De. xx. 11, J21YD (Jerus. "1P] Ps.-Jon. 2D). 
In like way Jon. has 3°, when Peshito has &)y; Ps.-Jon. has 1°, where Onk. 
has it, except Gen. xlii. 22, De. xxvii. 14, 15, where he uses 81), which he inter- 
polates De. xxvii. 16-26. On the other hand 12°) is very rare in Dan., and is 

not followed by 7X) as in Targg., but is construed with an accusative, 0109, Dan. 
iii. 16, asin Ezra y. 11, and DYO) NO} Dan. ii. 14, as in Ezr. v.5 [\AW). First 
(Cone. p. 849) is utterly wrong in saying that 81 is “most frequent in the Tar- 
gums.” 8) %3Y occurs in an interpolated prayer of Adam, Gen. iii. 18, both 
Ps.-J. and Jer.; and in converse of Cain and Abel, Gen. iy. 18, four times in 
Ps.-Jon., twice in Jerus. Targ. Both then use it only in interpolated passages. 
MG.] 

NTIN *, probably from ik i. q. Six, (as Theod. Vulg.) Dan. ii. 5, 8. (d for 1,) 
comp. AN 7p. as connected with nap ; Syn and ty; (wit and wr, IMD and Sn5 
are remoter instances). Also between Greek and Latin, ’Odvocetc, Ulysses; dazp, 
levir; pedetdw, meditor; daxpvov, lacryma, (Ges. Thes. pp. 727, and 58.) [yet 
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dacrima too, often in Livius Andronicus. MG.] Within Latin also Festus gives 
dautia for lautia, de sign. verb. l. iv. “Novensiles may be written with / or d; 
for these letters had a communion among the ancients, as dinguam, linguam, Capi- 
todium and Cupitolium, sella from sedes, olere from odor, ddwdévar.” Marius Vict. de 
orthogr. L. i. p. 82. C. O. Miiller on Fest. adds kadamitatem, which “Pompey 
continued to use for calamitatem,” adaudam, d for 1; delicata for dedicata (to the 

Gods) ; delicare for dedicare (Fest. pp. 53, 55.) ; melicam for medicam (Varro de A. 

R. iii. 9); impelimenta ; | for d. In the Talm. 8 occurs in the one phrase, 

Moyud oD SK, “A. went after his own opinion.” Ges. Thes. p. 58, from 

Saad. [The 8d pers. plur. )18 occurs in this phrase, JOVNI WD? ITN), 

Pesach. f. 0D p. 1. 1. 20, ed. Amst. A. D. 1646. Fiirst’s objection, that p52 in the 

Targg., corresponds to 8¥" and not Six, and that pa3 is the word used for “the 

going forth” of a decree, is so far true. Thus Ap?3 SD), Dan. ii. 13, corresponds 

to Heb. 027 8¥? Dan. ix. 23, and 127 8¥D-]D Dan. ix. 25. So in Targg., 

yD SV Dana ps. Esth. i. 19, and of what was at least virtually a king’s command, 

27 DD NY. DWN Esth. vii. 8, Targ. 82707 ANID) PP) DANS, and of the decree 

of God, 127 °31) 8¥), Is. xlv. 23, Jon. DID "D122 521. But the same objection, 

viz. that the idea is otherwise expressed in the Targg., lies against First’s trans- 
lation. “Tt is determined,” in the Targg. is often W408, as in Esth. i. 1, 1. 11 &e. 

Thus, $2997 SD) NYO, Eccl. viii. 4; NWP WANN Ruth i. 1, iii. 18; and 

~ DIP JD STN WAAS, Is. v. 9. Or again |) pf) as in Gen. xli. 32, 8DIND PPA 

“DID J); or jl) Vd of a thing fully settled, 1 Sam. xx. 7, 9, 33. MG.] Fiirst’s 

objection, however, rather confirms the rendering of Theod. Vulg. &c. 

“The thing is gone from me,” since 518 corresponds to 307, and in Job xvi. 6, 

{2 Dis corresponds to }1) 17, “what will go from me? ” 

PTSYON 7,* Dan. ii. 5, iii. 29, lit. “ye shall be made limbs,” i.e, cut to 
pieces. Syriac, hadom hadom, “limb for limb.” It is the only version which 
translates right. Levy gives two instances of noun and verb in Talm. Ch. Wort. 
1.194. [When the noun occurs in the Peshito (as Ex. xxtx. 17, (twice) Lev. i. 6, 
8, 12, viii. 20 (thrice), ix. 13 (twice), Onkelos has always 12°S and Ps.-Jon. 109 
which are not in Bibl. Ch. MG.] |The verb occurs in Jon. Jud. xiv. 6, xix. 29, 
xx. 6, 1 Sam. xi. 7, 1 K. xviii. 23, 33, xix. 21.. The Syr. verb occurs in Pael in 
Carm, de Alex. Knés, 97,8. Ges. cites Barh. p. 218, 1. 19 Syr. Ib. 188. 1. 4. 
[Bernst. p. 878 mentions ‘limbs’ of animal as its only meaning, but it also means 
parts of any corporate body, e.g. of the Alphabet, inS. Ephr. hymns. MG.] “It 
is used, like ‘members,’ of the parts of a sentence, and so of the letters of the 
Alphabet. In regard to the supposed derivation from Pers. D8IIN only (not 
DXIIN,) is mentioned by Viillers Pers. Lex. and is itself a word of uncertain 
meaning; signifying 1) body, 2) member, 3) neatness or proportion, 4) ornament, 
beauty, 5) good manners, 6) rule of action, 7) a court-yard, 8) and adj., adorned, 
beautiful.” Dr Payne Smith. [In Targg. ayn (Ethpeal) is used abs. for, “ was 
made,” not for, “was made another thing,” as Dan. iii, 29, and Ezra vi. 11, ex- 
cept in Ps. lxii. 4. In Dan. ii. 5, most MSS. and Edd. point Ithpaal. MG.] 

")3,* for 1°9)3, Dan. ii. 5, iii 29, as 19)2* for MO), Ear. vi. 11. arg. and 
Talm, (Levy p. 97.) have 5993, “)beshaming,” “the shaming of the daughters of 
Jerusalem,” Lam. iii. 51. Talm. has 2339, “defiled,” of the P11 7¥), the “fomes 
peceati.” Buxt. p. 1317. Levy gives Talm. instances of 933) “ beshaming,” and 
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of the verb, “came into contempt,” “was odious.” ii. 97, 8. The word was. 
understood by the Syr. only. [This word again is much more frequent in Syriac, 
in its physical sense, as 4)3nx, “brought to ruin.” The Talm: words given above 
occur not only in the Gemaras, as cited by Buxt. and Levy, but also often in the 
Mishna in the sense of “disgrace,” “degradation.” See Sota Cap. x. and Sanhedr, 
Cap. vil. &c. In the Targg. NN IPP and Sai denote “refuse-heap,” from 
PIP, “corrupt,” “bring to ruin.” MG.] 

}2WM Ib. Dw is rarely found in Targg. which generally have 3. Ges. [Dan. 
herein approaches to Syriac use, the Peshito having often 00, where the Targg. 
have "¥. Even in Dan. iii. 29, v. 21, \w is used in its Syriac rather than Chaldee 
sense. See instances in Buxtorf or Bernstein. MG.] 

21N0 &c. Hafel, in Dan. ii. 6 (bis), 7, 9, 10, 16, 27, v. 12, 15. [Pael (Dan. ii. 4, 
11, 24, v. 7) very frequently occurs in the Targg., and is alone used in the Syriac. 
MG.] Of Afel, Buxt. gives 2 instances from the Talm., none from the Targg. 
But the infinitive noun, 798, Dan. v. 12, occurs also in the Targg., so that 
Gesenius’ inference from Buxt., “In Targg. hee conjug. non usitata est,” must 
be so far limited. [Ps.-Jon. has Afel Deut. xxxiv. 1, MG.] and Lev. xxvii. 34, 
and the Jerus. Targ. Deut. iii. 2. Levy. 

[The infinitive noun, )M8, also occurs frequently in Ps.-Jon.; once, (Deut. iv. 
44,) it is preserved in the Jerus. Targ. also. In addition to the places given by 
Levy, Ps.-Jon. uses it Lev. xiv. 57, xv. 32, Nu. v. 29, vi. 21, xix. 12,14. But in 
every case, except Lev. xy. 32, Ps.-J. uses two words for the one used in the Heb. 
text and in Onk. Even in Lev.. xv. 32, he has two words, though in the stat. 
const., Heb. NF AN, Onk. SMU N83, Ps.Jon. NNN AV XI MG] 

1333), Dan. ii. 6, v.17, “large gifts,” from 13!3 with 1 prefixed, Buxt. c. 281. 
“then, 7213) for 773723, as Golgotha for Gulgoltha,” &c. Ges. p. 842. In the 
Targ. Jer. xl. 5, (quoted Buxt. 1. c.) the whole phrase, }3123) 13ND, was probably 
adopted from Daniel, as it is not the literal translation of Jeremiah. Else Buxt. 
and Levy quote only the late Ps.-Jon. Deut. xxiii. 24. [Ezr. vi. 4 has also 437, 
“a layer of brick or stone,” formed by prefixing 3, but this occurs in Targg. Ges. 
also supposes it may be Nif. from ]37—=p31. vima (Syr. WTI) “storm,” occurs 
in Targg. 32573, 133, and 71D) occur in the Targg. on Prov. only, and in 
passages where, according to Levy, the MSS. vary. » These words only are so 
formed in Ch., though the prefixing of 3 is common in Assyrian. Oppert 2 218. p. 
82. MG.] 

+9, “therefore,” Dan. ii. 6, 9. iv. 24; in Heb. Ruth i, 13. 

IY * NIW.* y for D. See ab. p. 110 n. 4. 

1¥?-]),%, like our, “of a certainty,” Dan. ii. 8; as bviP-1n, Dan. ii. 47, our, 
“of a truth.” Comp. é& dvayxije, éx mepioood, é& iodrytoc, é& Eupavods, é& icov, ex 
sequo, ex integro. [Targg. do not use 1’¥? in this sense, and, when they use vw, 
always prefix 3, never {10. Pesh. has NNwp3 Jer. xxvi. 15, generally STW. 
MG.] 

P3231 y,* “gaining [lit. buying] time.” Dan. ii. 8. The two words, of 
course, occur separately. 

})3N1 “sentence, [lit. “law ”] for you,” ii. 9. 1 is always used from a superior 
to an inferior, as law, religion. J occurs viii times in the Ch. of Dan., vii times 
in that of Ezra; not quoted in Targg. or Talm. by Buxt. or Levy; [not even where 
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many synonymous words are in the Heb. text, as Lev. xxvi. 14,15. Deut. Ps. xix. 
8-10. exix. In the formule of marriage and divorce it is used by the Rabb. of 
the “law” of Moses; also, according to Buxtorf, of the law of Christians and 
Turks. MG.] 

[DI * “settle.” Ib. So Samar. often. Ges. In Targ., Af. only signifies “pre- 
pare,” “invite,” with 5 p. Buxt. c. 677; [but in Gen. xxiv. 7, Ps.J. (in Levy) 
with acc. of a personal object, yap? man por “He will appoint, send, His 
angels before thee.” MG.] 

JW * Dan. ii. 10, 27, iv. 4, v. 7, 11, 15. i. q. Heb. and Syr. See ab. p. 101, and 
Pref. p. xxvi, xxvii. 

PAW, ii. 11. 1) only here; else VD iv. 22, 29, WW) v. 21, asin Targg. [So 
Dan. v. 21, 11; in Targg. SWY.—=Heb. Wy, chiefly occurs. MG.] Buxt. and 
Levy give Hos. viii. 9, Jer. xiv. 6 alone, as instances of V1... 

[}¥P * Dan. ii. 12, verb; Ezr. vii. 23, noun. Verb in Targ. Esth. ii. 21, only ; 
else rendered by 7) or 033, and the noun by some of the numerous derivatives of 
119. MG.] This too isa Syriac word. “Bar Bahlul gives NDYP, ‘envy, emula- 
tion” Dr. P. Smith. Peal, ‘envied,’ occurs in Ephr. ili. 215, and for éracyaAAo, 
S. Cyr. Pret. in Expos. xii. capp. cod. Marsh.” P. E. Pusey. 

N30 11,* “chief of the executioners,” (the “ body-guard” having this office), 
Dan. ii. 14, as D730 3 in Heb. In Targg. N3Y is “butcher,” or “cook.” [In 
Targg. this office is always called sop 3). MG.] 

WW, “went up,” Dan. ii. 16. 4y is used xii times, in different conjugations, of 
“entrance” to the king, (in regard either to the dignity or the elevation of the 
palace,) once to Arioch, probably in the king’s palace. ii. 24. The simple idea 
of “coming” is, in Dan., expressed by SON; in Targg. Soy represents both alike, 
though not excluding the use of NNR. 

SV11,* “light,” as in Syr., Dan. ii. 22. The Kri changes it into the form used 
in the Targg., 8217). Dan. has again, in the spiritual sense, 11°72 “illumina- 
tion,” (v. 11, 14.) abridged from the fuller Syriac form 811771), 

[oN * with fut., deprecating, D. ii. 24, iv. 16, v. 10, twice. In Ps.-Jon. Gen. 
xxii. 12, it is prob. a mistake, since the second clause has 85. In Joel ii. feat 
occurs ed. Walt., but Antw. text has 85. There are a few instances in Talm., not 
only in slightly Hebraizing sentences, SON SDD WY V3 WIA ON Pesach. 118, 
a., but also in otherwise pure Aramzan, as son 02 SYS 7» wh) O8 Pesach. 
112. Oppert mentions WN among the negative Assyrian particles, but without 
stating its meaning. (Gram. Ass. 3 205 p. 77.) In A®thiopic too OX is almost 
=|'S Job xxiy. 25, espec. denying the existence of what is expressed by a noun, 
as MD O8 Prov. xii. 28. (See Dillman 2 197 ¢. &.) It is also not unfrequent in 
Samaritan, but also the 5x of Heb. text is often changed into xd in Sam. Vers. 
This occurs most, where God is speaking to Moses, or Moses to the people; yet 
not always in this case. (See Uhlemann 2 96, p. 283) MG.] 

WM,* Judea, Dan. ii. 25, v. 18, vi. 14, Ezr. vi. 8, vii. 14. In Syriac also. 

ond * (part.) Dan. ii. 26, iv. 15. pona* (part. plur.) Dan. v. 8,15; i. q. Heb. 
55°. It is probably i. q. 93=53); the 7, (as also in A®th.,) standing (as in some 
other cases, especially in Aramaic) for the softer }. Levy gives two instances of 
SnD Gen. xxxvi. 7. Ps.-Jon. and Cant. vii. 9. 
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{W4,* probably, “they who define the course of man’s life,” Dan, ii. 27, iv. 4, v. 
7,11. The root was in frequent use; this meaning, “soothsayers,” “diviners,” 
only in Daniel. 

[}32 D. ii. 29, 30, iv. 16, v. 6, 10, vii. 28, (in Heb. only Eccl. i. 17, ii. 22, iv. 
16,) rare in Targg.; chiefly m those on Job and Prov. Much more often, SINYVA 
in Targg. of Job, Prov., which is very frequent in Peshito. MG.] 

[AIP IS Dan. ii. 29, 45, JTW Dan. vii. 24; also 73 TNN3 Dan. vii. 6, 7. 
and (contracted) }1/13 Ib. ii. 39. Fiirst states rightly that in Targg. 12 is used 
for "M8; i.e. Daniel uses both phrases; Targg. one only. Also other derivatives 
from 4M are frequent in Targe. MG.] 

pape es by,* “in order that,” Dan. ii. 30; % NIT Tp,* Dan. iv. 14. (al. by) 
adopted from Heb. &¥ 0237 9}, Eccl. vii. 14, and, without W, Eccl. iti. 18, viii. 2. 
[Targg. have in this sense PD). by, Gen. xliii. 18, Ex. viii. 11, Ps. xlv. 5, Eccl. 
viii. 2, ix. 1. [see Buxt.] Ps.-Jon. has often 43. Onk. and Jon. on Prophets use, 
5773, “in order to,” (generally followed by 1) or povr dy, none of which are in 
Dan. MG.] 

18 * Dan. ii. 31, iv. 7, 10, vii. 8, bis. $18,* Dan. vii. 2, 5, 6, 7,18; in all cases 
with the } prefixed; and lo/ This may possibly be a mere exclamation, like one, 
sunk into vulgar use in English. Or the original may be, 381, “see,” and the 4 
may be softened into’. The Targg. have "2. [In the Babyl. Talm. 15s is 
sometimes used, as in Daniel, e.g. in Sanhedr. Gem. p NIP NP NIN ys) 
may 7273 7 810307 “and lo I apprise you that I am about to try you in a 
matter of uncleanness.” MG.] 

wn pdx, “a certain image,” Dan. ii. 31; 10 [28, “a certain stone,” vi. 18; as 
in Ezr. iv. 8, 817 8738, “a certain letter.’ This is rare in Hebrew. 8 WS, 
“a certain man,” Jud. xiii. 2,1 Sam. i. 1. AMS DD, “a certain broom,” 1 Kings 
xix. 4; TO W, “a certain hole,” Ez. viii. 7; W¥8 OY, “a certain people,” Esth. 
iii. 8. This use of 3H is common in Syriac; it is not mentioned apparently by 
Buxt. c. 708. [On the other hand Dan. does not use it with TON in iv. 7, nor 
with Ch. wrap) Vy iv. 10, 20 though he does in Heb., viii. 13, bis, and THiS Oo 
viii. 3. The Targg. only use 7M in this sense when M8 occurs in the Heb. MG.] 

Pn, “chest,” Dan. ii. 32. The Hebrew form, 1, used of animals, is the 
original, lit. “what may be seen,” “the front,” like 0°99. In Dan. ii. 32, in 
Syriac, and in cod. Shabb. beg. (in Buxt. c. 710.) Prov. xxiv. 33 = Pesh. (Levy i. 
240) it is used of the human chest. 

por Dan. ii. 33, and 19 times in all, asin Syr. Onk. and Jon. mostly have 
the Hebrew form 5773. Buxt. 355 from Elias. 9799 is comparatively rare in Onk. 
So Targg. often hebraize in this, Daniel never. MG.] 

q3y,* “chaff.” ii. 35. In Syr. also. Perhaps it is from 19. Ges. derives it 
from 34), “blinded ;” which does not seem to me probable. [The Peshito uses 
it for pas Is. v. 24, for yi Is. xxix. 5, xli. 15, Zeph. ii. 2, Job xxi. 18, Ps. i. 4, 
and for yvovc Wisd. vy. 14, [and Is. xvii. 18, Hex. P. Sm.] Contrariwise the 
Targg. on the Ps. and Job use 719, N11, for the Heb. yID; Jon. on the Prophets, 
always 8¥ID. MG.] 

[Nw3, “carry,” Dan. ii. 35, Ezr. v. 15, very rare in Targg., as Ges. observes. 
For xiv}, when nearly = np? Targg. use 30); when it signifies “lift up” and 


\ 
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esp. if also “carry away,” Targg. have 5va, used by Dan. iv. 31, of “lifting up” 
eyes. MG.] 

[jon,* “strength,” ii. 37, iv. 27; Targg. }oIn, rare; [Levy’s only instances are 
Cant. yv. 16, Ps. xxxi. 3.] ee Ppa ON or S34, all in Dan. also. Comp. 
DW. Dan. iii. 27, pan Dan. iv. 12. sine The reading N7J01, “barns,” Joel. i. 
17, is doubtful, an 7¥)x, the common Targ. word for “barns,” occurs in the same 
line. MG.] 

own , * “beat as with hammer,” Dan. ii. 40. In the Targg. on the Hagiogr. it 
occurs Sule in the derived sense “devised ;” as we say, “beat out;” and perhaps 
in xowin, “barley freed from its husk,’ “threshed;” and in Swna, “storm- 
wind.” See onii.6. [In Syr. 5win is used for pss Ex, xxxvii. 3, 18, xxxviii. 5, 
In Knés, 70, 17. sown xy is, I think, “arms of metal,” [i.e. beaten out]. Bar 
Ali renders it xx, which Freytag renders, “jinxit, inde conjlavit.” xn9D hwn is 
the version of Kataoxevalovor orepdvovc, Ep. Jerem. 9. But mostly it is [as in the 
Targums of the Hagiogr.] “ devised.” P. Smith] “formed” (a key) met. S. Ephr. 
TURAN bai ES leg De) ee ‘ 

NDa¥), “firmness,” Dan. ii. 41. In Targg. it is only used of “planting” 
“what is planted.” 

Ni] * (for 87) Dan ii. 48, perhaps retained from Gen. xlvi. 23, Ez. xvi. 43. In 
Syr. 87. 

PMN * (lit. “acquiescences,” “ acceptablenesses,” ) is used in Dan. ii. 46, Ezr. vi. 
10; absolutely, of “incense,” not as in Heb. T1177] 0) “smell of acceptableness.” 
In Heb. too, the plur. is only used Ezek. x. 28. 

NV) ii. 47, v. 23. See on iv. 16. 

8p3 with j pers. ii. 49, like wpa with {9 p. Dan. i. 8. In Targg- only as to 
God, * DIP JP POM) kp Ps.Jon. Nu. xii. 13; and in the phrase MAT Mp2 
*MDTP {72 Gen. xix. 18. (Jerus. Targ.), Esth. iv. 8, 1 Sam. i. 17, 27. Levy. i. 105, 

NAVI *, “noble judges,” Dan. iii. 2, 3, from V8, “magnificence,” (comp, 
“his Hazcellency” &c. “his Hminence” &c.) and 1A, “decide.’ There is no other 
trace of the word. Of the two halves of the word, 178 must have been old © 
Aramaic, since it appears in the name of the idol of the Sepharvites of Mesopo- 
tamia, (2 Kings xvii. 31.) IOV, and, from it, of Sennacherib’s parricide son, 
Is, xxxyii. 38, 2 Kings xix. 37. (See Ges. Thes. p. 29.) Yet this whole meaning 
of the root is entirely lost in Syriac. It oceurs only, as a compound, in Persian 
names, mentioned by Syriac authors. (See Bernstein, Lex. p. 42 sqq.) 

NINDSA* Ib. doubtless from the same root as the Arab. “Mufti;” but there is 
no trace of the word elsewhere, the name having perished with the office. “The 
root 82 occurs in Syriac only in the sense ‘latus fuit.” The Afel is very common 
in the sense of ‘amplificavit.’” P. Smith from his own and Bernst. and Quatr’s. 
collections. See above Note A. pp. 573, 74. 

ww) NOK NY occur in this order, Dan. iii. 4, 7, 29, v. 19, vii. 14; WS, 
Dan. ili. 29; NIN SW, Hzr. iv. 10. In Onk. NIN occurs, apparently, on S 
represent the word in the Hebrew text ; MDS, Gen. xxv. 16, [Onk. Ps.-J. Jer. 
MG] Num. xxv. 15; [Onk. Ps.-J.] and in Ps. -Jon, Jerus. Targ. in Gen. xxv. 3. 
in a wrong espn of 0 pxdy, It occurs in Tare. on Ps. exvii. 1, for DDN, 


[and in Ps. Ixvii. 4, 5, for 0° oN. NN is interpolated Eccl. x. 8, and, together 
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with wh, Esth. i. 8, and their plur. are inserted after SONY, Esth. iii. 8. Also 
the three words in the above order are interpolated in Esth. i. 1, 22, vii. 8, viii. 
15, as also in the poetical passages, Is. Ixvi. 18, Jo. ii. 25, 1 Sam. ii. 2, 2 Sam. xxiii. 
82. (Ps. xviii. 32), §°DIN is interpolated between S'DOY and IW in Is. 
Ixvi. 18. The interpolations are evidently borrowed from Daniel. 3% occurs 
in the freely rendered poetical passages Deut. xxxii. 8, 21, 43. (Ps.-Jon. or Jer. or 
both,) along with 0), where Heb. has DY and "14, and Onk. repeats DY; also 
for ‘14 Ps.-Jon. Deut. xxxii. 28; and for DY in vs. 6, Jerus., and in Ps.-Jon. 
Deut. xxix. 12 (13), xxxiii. 19. MG.] and in Pr. xiv. 34, [for 4] Levy. 

On the words of Aryan origin in this y. see Note A. 

NOpwe, * “pipe,” Dan. iii. 5, 7, 10, 15. pw in Heb. Ch. Syr. Nasor. sig- 
nifies “hiss.” In Heb. it is used of the sharp sound used in calling bees, and, 
seemingly, of the calls of shepherds to their flocks, Mprw Jud. v.16, In Syr. 
alone and the Ch. of Daniel it is used of a musical instrument. “ Mashrukitho, 
except in the Syr. translation of Daniel, only occurs of ‘hissing’ [as in the Carm. 
de Alex. Knés Chr. p. 97.] or for cvpiypuoi, Judd. vy. 16. Hexap. but mashruko is 
used of ‘the pipe;’ Bar-Ceph. Hem. 198. Bar-Salib. com. 174.” P. Sm. The 
exact gloss which Ges. quotes from Bar Ali of the Afel, “ashrek, shabbaba bil- 
zaffara,’ does not occur in the Oxford MSS, but there is abundant proof of the 
use of the Afel. Bar Ali says that mashrek is chiefly used of the hissing of the 
serpent; (Hunt. 25. f. 184) but that it is used also of the mashrukitho, “played on 
the Zaffdrat” (pipe), Ib. 12. v. and that mashrukitho is the zaffdrah, and that mash- 
vekono is used of “the player on the zaffdrah.” (£.184.) B. B. also says that mash- 
rekin are “ those who blow in the ssur.” (a musical instrument.) It is also used of 
those who suffer from singing in the ear. (B. B. Hunt. 157. f. 560.) The mash- 
rukitho is explained also as the instrument shebabah (see Freyt. ii. 887.) and ssur, 
(Hunt. 170. f. 210.) and those who play on it, mashrekin, are described by the 
verbs formed from those instruments, ssaffara, shabbaba. (in Hunt. 170. 1. ¢.) 
According to Bar Ali, Anton (i. e. Antonius Rhetor a learned Monophysite early 
in the 9th cent. Ass. B. O. ii. 345.) wrote the Afel, ashreg. Hunt. 25. f. 12. v. 

ND3D* Dan. iii. 5, (written N23, Ib. 7. 10. 15,) a sort of harp, whence 
cauBixn, which the Greeks call a Syriac instrument. (See ab. pp. 91, 2.) There 
is no other mention of the instrument. On the other instruments, see ab. 
pp. 90-95. 

SAY AB*, “in that hour,” Dan. iii. 6; NNYW3, iii. 15, v.5; NOYW AB iv. 
30; NIDT AD iii. 7, 8, iv. 33; asin Syr. NNYWI MI, NPA. See Réd. in Ges. 
This construction is peculiar to Daniel. [Examples of the repetition of the 
preposition as in Syriac are given below on v. 30. MG.] 

pos Dan. iii. 6, 10, 11, Ezr. vii. 20, according to analogy of Syr. 59. Targe. 
53>” and Dip, (never 3° as in Buxt.,) and 53, only in Syrizing Targ. Prov. 
xiii. 17. Dan. then and Ezra agree with Syriac, while Targg. mostly follow 
Hebrew analogy. MG.] 

Dy Dw*, “made a decree,” Dan. ili. 10, Ezr. iv. 21, v. 3, 9, 13, vi. 1, 3, 12, 
vii. 21. oDyw ov 3, “a decree is made by me,” Dan. iii. 29, iv. 3, Ezr. iv. 19, 
vi. 8, 11, vii. 13, and, in the same idiom, OY0 DY WI)D JD Exzr. v. 17; also 
Dyo Dw RIP, |? Dan. vi. 27. [In Targg. the idiom occurs only in Esth. vi. 8, 
interpolated, with nothing in Heb. text. The Targg. always use 8133 for 
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“decree,” which, in Daniel, occurs only iv. 14, 21. Daniel and Ezra then agree 
herein in differing from the Targg. MG.] 

DYO DY * with by p. “take account of,” (lit. “set the mind on,’) Dan. iii. 12, 
vi. 14; different from 23 DW, vi. 14, as “mind” from “heart.” This idiom involves 
attention, regard to, not the affections. 

NY, * “of deliberate purpose,” Dan. ili. 14, as in Heb. 177¥ Num. xxxy. 20, 22, 
M1¥ Ex. xxi. 13, 1 Sam. xxiv. 12, and in Syr. In Targg. it signifies “desolate,” in 
all conj.; and in the Syrizing Targ. on Proy. “mock,” twice in Af. xvli.5, xxx. 17, 
for Heb. ap), and twice in Ithpeal xviii. 1, xx. 3, for Heb. yoann. 

nwn* “need,” (act.) Dan. iii. 16; is “needful,”, Ezr. vi. 9; MINWD, “need,” 
Ezr. vii. 20. In Syr. “is useful, needful,” a common word. [Bernstein says that 
the Peal in Syr. is used only in the Partic. as in the Bibl. Chald. The Targg. use 
for “utility, necessity,” ])1¥ or some other derivative of J7¥. MG.] 

mMmysav Wi, “one seven times more,” iii. 19. [In the Targe. 5} it always prefixed 
to 1 with every number, (see instances in Gesenius })]A 3 oy &e.) except only 
the Syrizing Targ. NY2W2 3N, Prov. vi. 31, asin Syriac. In Syriac, 1M is followed 
by 4, (as xyavwa WM Gen. iv. 15, Ps. xiii. 7, Is. xxx. 26,) before all numerals ex- 
cept 1), which is always J.) WM, except Ex. xxii. 4, (Heb. 3.) [3 TW, and 
there too ].1) WN occurs in vers. 7, 9, (Heb. 6. 8.) as elsewhere. The Samaritan 
has WIS PN in Ex. xxii. 3, DA NS Ib. 7,9. The form in Daniel is then 
original, 11 standing as an adverbial accusative, without help of a preposition: the 


only analogy being in the Syr. ]7.) 1H and the Samaritan, as far as is known. 
MG.] 


MM, “it seemed good,” “visum est.” Dan. iii. 19. IM Targe. 

wud, * “tunic,” Dan. iii. 21. In the Targg. and Gem. the word survived in 
the meaning which it has in Heb. and Arab., but not in Syriac, “hammer.” Of an 
article of dress it is retained in the Syriac out of Daniel, (see Note C. p. 479.) not 
in the Targg.or Gem. The case in which in one MS. W05 occurs for WIW5, “shoe,” 
is evidently wrong, and owing probably to a wrong explanation of Daniel. See 
Buxt. c. 1865. Levy rightly omits it. 

89372, “cloak,” Dan. iii. 21. (In Heb. 3920, i,q. VIN, “girded,” 1 Chr. xv. 
27.) In Berach. f. 20, 1. (Buxt. c. 1084.) probably taken from Daniel. 

NVI"T SDI, * “flame of fire,” Dan. iii, 22; 932% [22Y Dan. vii. 9. In 
Syr. also. In Talm. °35W 3, explained in a gloss, “between the suns,” 
“twilight,” (Shabb. f. 109. 2. in Buxt. c. 2308) from Syr. S12¥ DAW “dawn.” 
{in Job xviii. 5. (where alone it occurs in Heb.) it is not retained in 
Peshito or Targ. (In the Targ. indeed it no where occurs except that Jerus. and 
Ps.-Jon. (Gen. xv. 17) retain the idiom of Dan. vii. 9.) Targg. have mambw 
undw, Pesh. nian, except in Job xli. 10, (Heb. 11.) where Pesh. has 
SWI DAW for VS NVD. MG.) 

P27, * “counselors,” Dan. iii. 24, 27, iv. 83, vi. 8, doubtless (as Ges.) }724; 
“leaders,” with the art. Although Pers. 13)871 is used of a human lord, yet, even 
allowing the interchange of the strongest Persian guttural kh with the weak h (of 
which 9417 and 07M are certainly not instances,) there still remains the difficulty 
that 1A, as “keeper,” is used as a compound with things, as in 137), 123), but 
there is no proof, that it is united with a person; which is the less probable in 
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this case, since the Persian kings were held to be residences of Deity. So that 
JANN would be “keeper of God.” The punctuation too corresponds with the 

rt.; 317 has but one letter in common with 81. The art. must, however, have 
melted into one with the word, and come to be disregarded; since the word occurs 
in the stat. const. iii. 27, in the emphatic state vi. 8, and with an affix iii. 44, iv. 
33. [There is one clear example of such “melting” and disregard of the Heb. 
article in the Targg. viz. wpa (in the constr. st.) for DwyIpT in 2 Kings xxiii. 7. 
737? is used of driving cattle, Is. xi. 6; 137 of moral guidance, Ps. v. 9. (See also 
ab. p. 480.) The Pael is used in Sy riac, of royal government, but the noun 
85270 of a subordinate governor only, not a king, Prov. xi. 14; and (quoted by 
‘Bernstein Lex. Chrest. p. 100.) “counselor,” Barh. Chron. p. 219. 1. 15, and, with 
gen., “a commander of forces,” Barh. p. 439, “governors of the Church,” Ass. Acta 
Mart. ii. 184; with adj. 8. Eph. ii. p. 3. 81313 73), “took counsel,” e. g. in B. H. 
p. 531. 1. 15. from Bernst. Lex. MG.] 

pan * Af. Dan. iii. 25, iv. 84, Pa. iv. 26. In Targg., Pa. and Ithpa. only, in 
Buxt. and Levy. 

wry, as Syr. eoy, Dan. iii. 26, and ix other places in Daniel, “the most High.” 
In Kri and Targg. always mN dy. 

DW, [abs. form does not occur, MG.] “body,” Dan. iii. 27, 28, iv. 30, v. 21, vii. 
11. In Jerus. Targ. only 8DW%2. Levy. 

mow, “error,” “anything amiss,” E. V. Dan. iil. 29. wy Kri, Dan. yi. 5. Ezr. 
iv. 22. as in Targe. 

[Y, “changed, transgressed,” (in good sense;) Dan. iii. 28, as Syr.; Afel, D. 
vi. 9,16 (also for good); Ezr. vi. 11, 12, in bad sense. Targg. use Pael in the 
general sense of “change,” not in this of “transgressing,” for which they use the 
Aphel. MG.] 

MAW, “shall be made,” Dan. iii. 29. Pa. is common in this sense. Ithpa. not 
in Targg. in Buxt. [Ethpe. is occasionally in Syr. “shall be made like to,” with 
particle; and Ithpe., but not so frequently, in Targg.; Ithpa. in no certain 
instance. MG.] 

pnbyay Dan. iii. 29; aAmoxn? vi. 15; oxp yi. 28. The word is very rare in 
Targe.; Buxt. and Levy give no instance. It occurs Is. y. 29, $1 mm; Hos. ii, 
9 Dy; 378. Job xxxyvi. 18; also Ittaphal in Berachoth f. 54, 1. Targg. on law 
and prophets use 2°]'¥, (9 times in Dan.) Targg. on Ps. and Proy. use Peal 8¥1D 
(Pael Syr.) MG.] 

120),* “flourishing,” Dan. iv. 1. [}ay7 occurs 20 times in Heb. (Fiirst Conc. 
omits 1 K. xiv. 23.) In 16 of these, Targg. have J)3y; in 3, (Cant. i. 16, Jer. xi. 
16, Hos. xiv. 9,) VSY; in Ps. xcii. 15. 2°07; but $37 never occurs in any of the 
Targg. MG.] The Syriac 3/19 implies, doubtless, the same lost root, but “ of 
the root itself there is no further trace. First isa great inventor of roots.” P. Sm. 

pw * iy. 2. “imaginations.” Syr. In Targ. []7}91J or -19 or -W MG. ] 
“evil conceptions, evil thoughts of God, concupiscences.” [The verb also is used 
in a bad sense. MG.] “In Syr. 841717 is only used of the ‘mirage,’ Bar Ali 
explains it of the N7w.’ P. Sm. The Arab. 187 stands insulated, (the root 
remaining in Aramaic) as well as $777 in Syriac. Castell’s explanation, “ phan- 
tasma, imaginatio,” arose in a mistake as to Bar-Bahlul’s meaning. 


, 
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PUI * TW, “at last, 2 AVEVOs 


DIS with 5 pers.,* “is oppressive to,’ i.e. too difficult for. Dan. iv. 6. In 
Targg. it is used of actual “oppression,” and corresponds to Heb. 7", Os pry. 
Buxt. [The Targ. phrase for “difficult” is adj. ‘’p (Heb. NWP). See Ex. xviii. 
26, Onk. and Ps.-Jon. “Too difficult for” is ete expressed by verb |) "Wp 
(as Heb. TWP). See Deut. i: 17, in both. The Peshito uses the same. Targg. 
sometimes use {1 WDM", as in Deut. xvii. 8, Onk. Ps.-Jon. But Jerus. Targg. 
{> °B2 as Syr. f) 8032. MG.] 

1, branch, Dan. iv. 9, 11, 18; only in Targ. Ezek. xvii. 8, and Is. xvii. 6. 
[Elsewhere 4})} or aio. MG.] Syr. woay Sap. iv. 4.5. and *jay8 “was full of 
branches.” BB. 

\y,* “a watcher,” iv. 10. {)Vy,* “watchers,” iv. 14. See ab. p. 426, 7. [y is 
never found in Targg., and in later Chaldee literature occurs only as borrowed 
from Daniel, as pe TP. {V! in a hymn, nearly made up of quotations from 
Daniel, niwn 930 eeu Amst. 1756. Fiirst’s Perlenschniire p. 66, most correctly 
Beelen Chrest. Vol. i. P. ii. p. 143. MG.] Michaelis on Cast. Lex. Syr. p. 649, 
referred to by Gesen. sub. v., is wrong in saying that it is used in Syr. of fallen 
angels. [Of good angels it is used also in an old Syriac hymn in Heidenheim’s 
Vierteljahrschrift, No. vii. p. 342. MG.]j 

1, “cut,” Dan. iv. 11, 20, as in Arab., jadda. In Ber. Rab. c. 71. Buxt. and 
Ps.-Jon., Deut. xiv. 1; Pael, Ib. xxxiii. 20; in Talm., Beza 6 a. Bechor. 44 a. g. 
E. B. bathra 36. b. Kethub. 51. a. Add Tanchuma i. 20. sect. Ki Thiss. Levy. In 
Targg. 11d Buxt. [Targg. Hebraize, not Daniel. The Syr. has usually Pael, ‘t1; so 
Daniel is quite independent. MG.] 

MANA, iv. 11, vii. 27. In Targg. NAMI Deut. xxviii. 138, 48 for 18D or 
my, also MNAMA, SIVA adj. But the preposition is always N\A, and, with 
affixes, TIDINA &e. 

p2n,* “portion.” Dan. iv. 12, Ezr. iv. 16. RPI Syr. pan Targg. 

Www TP, Dan. iy. 12, 20, 23. The Targg. use the one word pL or WW, 
but not this idiom. [ww is retained in Targg. 2 K. xix. 10, Is. xxxvii. 31, lili. 
2, Jer. xvii. 8, Ez. xvii. 6, 7, 9 [bis], Hos. ix. 16, Am. ii. 9, Job viii. 17, xiv. 8, 
xviii. 16, Ps. lxxxi. 10, and in Ps.-Jon. Deut. xxix. 18. It is also the word, used 
in free translations, as in Ezek. xxxi. 3. TpPy occurs frequently in the Targ. on 
Job, and occasionally elsewhere. MG.] 

NWIIN,* Dan. iv. 13, 14, like Samarit. swy3s. Kri. conforms it to Targg. RWIS, 

PI1y* TAY, “seven times,” i.e. “years,” iv. 18. Onk. has {73 TTY, “time 
in time,” for D9’. Gen. xxiv. 55. Levy. 

‘WORD “word,” (in stat. const. only) Dan. iv. 14, Ezr. vi.9. Targg. sD, except 
occasionally in Proy. and in Cant. v. 13 and Esth. ii. 20. [718n, the Syriac form, 
occurs in the Syrizing Targ. on Proverbs only, in iv. 5, 20, xvi. 24 (Buxt.), vi. 2 
(bis), xix. 27. The proper Targum form 7 occurs Ib. v. 7, vii. 1, 24, viii. 8, 
xxiii. 12, xxx. 5. Even the Heb. N80 is changed into 4‘) in Esth. i. 15, ix. 
32, and is retained only in ii. 20. MG.] 


8D, “my Lord,” Dan. iv. 16, 21. Kri alters it to “1, as if it were from 1), 
whence [19, “our Lord.” ®V), also, Dan. ii. 47, v. 23, as in Syr. 8D, [never 
occurs in Targg.] Buxt. only mentions 8'V) Prov. xxiii. 2, 7) frequently, [In 
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Prov. xxiii. 2. it should be JW9J78)D] as in MS. and Bibl. Rab. Levy. 
[s>'y SY) Ps. lxxi. 4, in Buxt. p. 616. is an error for ‘YD Polygl. and Bibl. Rab. 
“YP is the form in Pr. xxii. 24, xxiv. 8, as always in other Targg. MG.] 

[12,* “enemy,” Dan. iv. 16, as in Heb. Targg. use $0 and N37 5y’9, also 
pn. MG.] : 

[ja¥, “dwell,” of birds, Dan. iv. 18; MDW {3 (God) “made His name dwell,” 
Ezr. vi. 12; thence Targ. Cant. iii. 10. In Ezek. xvii, 23, xxxi. 18, Ps. civ. 12, and 
(Aph.) Ezek. xxxii. 4, where Daniel’s phrase. recurs, Peshito has (as here) jaw, 
Targg. SW. Only in Is. xxxiy. 11, Pesh. too has NW. MG.] 

[190 ‘nail’ of man, (Dan, iv. 30, of beast, vii. 19, as Syr. 819Y. In Targg. 
20 only occurs [of point of diamond] Jer. xvii. 1. but 1510 frequently. MG.] 

mY S90 NDIN 3p, “over against the thousand, wine he was drinking.” y, 
1. On the force of a idiom and its correspondence with Eastern customs, see 
ab. p. 383. 

DN? 7p lit. “make bread,” “i.e. a feast,’ Dan. v. 1., as Heb. 099 nivy, Eccl. 
x. 19, a Chaldee idiom peculiar to Daniel. In Eccl. x. 19, (Mr. McGill observes) 
the words on? 73y occur; but not in this idiomatic sense. The Chald. para- 
phrases, “For joy the righteous make bread, to support the poor hungry; and the 
wine, which they mingle for the thirsty, shall be joy to them for the world to come:” 
where the context of the “mingling” shews that the “making bread” is used in 
the physical sense, as ond mvy Ezek. iv. 15. 

PAINT ‘8, Ib. transition from infinit. to finite verb, as in i. 5. 

NVI OVI, lit. “in the taste of the wine,” v. 2., idiomatic for “exhilaration 
through the wine.” D}¥ is used of physical taste in Onk. Ps-Jon. Jer. Targ. in 
Nu. xi. 8. Levy. The idiom then only is peculiar to Daniel. 

ANIM *, “his singing women,” v. 2, 3, 23, according to the Babylonian and 
Persian customs. Such was the original meaning of the Arab. 1m. {RTIN, “songs,” 
Tochf. Ichw. in Freyt. Lex.; TNTTIN TN TYNSIS “the art of music;” thence it is 
used of the wrong pronunciation of vowels, making long short, short long, in sing- 
ing. “Modulation” is a secondary, not, as Ges. says, the primary meaning.. In 
Targg. only “concubines.” Heraclides of Cuma, in his Parask. ii. quoted from 
Ath. iy. 26. above p. 462. mentions that “at supper the concubines sing and play 
to him, one leading, the others singing in chorus.” It seems then probable that 
the explanation of the word by “concubines” expresses the fact, while the meaning 
and etymology of the word, “singing women,” which existed in Aramaic in the 
time of Daniel, was forgotten, being retained in Arabic only. 

5n3, wall, Dan. v. 5, (Sam. x52) i. q. ond Cant. ii. 9. The form of the Targe. 
is oni, with which son9, Ezr. v. 8, with Heb. and Targg., agrees. [Yet in 
Targe. it is often written ony, so as to reduce the difference to the pointing. 
MG.] 

AXIO “Op, lit. “the bands of his loin,” i.e. the vertebra. Dan. v. 6, quoted in 
Esth. Targ. ii. vi. 10 Levy. [V9P, ina figurative sense, for “lineaments,” occurs 
in Yelamm. and Vaiikra rabba in Buxt. c. 2024. In Syriac, 8 UP is used of the 
“bands of the hand,” i.e. wrist. 

nour *AON* lit. “he shall rule, third in the kingdom.” Dan. v. 7. bownxpbn* 
Ib. 16, sndn® worry, “third ruler,” Ib. 29, i.e. next to the Vizier, and third, in- 
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cluding the king as the first. [Or, next to Belshazzar, who was only a vice-king. 
MG.] 

JTS, with & prosth., Dan. v.12. Syr. and Targg., on Ps. Proy. SITS; 
Targe. also SENN, SON, SOTN; plur. psyn, pun, and pry, but not jTns. 

[PP v. 12, 16. “knotty points,” or “difficult questions,” peculiar to Daniel in 
this figurative sense. MG.} 

ND79, (Sam. 1079,) “throne,” Dan. v. 20. In Targg. "D793, Syr. °D VD and 
XDD. 

WY, probably to be read °)¥. Peal, only in Dan. y. 21. 

D159, 09, “breaking,” “broken,” Dan. v. 28. See above on p. 161. 

[e723 2 Dan. y. 30, as in Syr. See instances from the N. T. in Hoffm. and 
Uhlemann, and in O. T. Deut. i. 9, Is. xviii. 7, Jer. iii. 17, Zeph.i.12, iii. 20. The 
Prepos. is not ordinarily repeated in Targg. They repeat it with the noun, so as 
to express more accurately what is denoted by the preceding preposition and suffix, 
where the Hebrew text does; and so, never for emphasis, but only when the noun 
is given as a more precise explanation; asin Jos. i. 2, 1 Chr. iv. 42, in Heb. and 
Targg., as also in Dan. v. 12, Ezr. iv. 11, (as we should say “to them, i.e. or viz. 
M. and N.) But for emphasis, whether for time or otherwise, the Targg. have a 
demonstrative after the noun asin Heb. Only in a few cases it is put before the 
noun, as SNYW N71 7°, Ps.-J. Nu. xxii. 28, or SDT NT Cant. i. 13, or SNYW NII3 
Cant. ii. 15, 16. As an analogy to the full Syr. form, Dan. v. 30, Winer gives 
NOypwl M3, Jerus. T. on Gen. xxii. 10, in a long interpolation; and the very 
words 8°9°53 773 recur repeatedly in a long interpolation Esth. vi. 1, as well as 
in the literal rendering of the first clause of the verse. MG.] 

Ny with {2 Dan. vi. 3. Targ. 8U'Y. 

DY 37), “give account,” Dan: vi. 3. OYV, “account,” Ezr. v.5; Op bya Tb. 
iy. 8. In Pesh. and. Targe. the word used is $12W1N. 

p!3, “suffer injury,” only Dan. vi.3. In Targg. Peal is trans.; Buxt. quotes Ps. 
xci. 7. Paelis quoted twice, Jer. xii. 14, 1 Chr. xvi. 22. Else Afel is transitive, 
as is Haf. Ezr. iv. 18, 15, 22. [Ezra approaches near than Dan. to the idiom of 
the Targg. MG.] 

HIN, * with by p., “was preferred above.” Dan. vi. 4. In Targg. only of 
“victory.” [In Syr. also, as in Dan. See Bernst. and Hahn. MG.] “In Syriac, 
NWSI is used for inclaiwit, Ass. B. O. i. 321, 323; florwit, S. Ephr. iii. 344, 345, 1.19, 
Joh. Eph. 92, 1. 28, N¥IAD eddoxuei, 8, Cyr. in S. Luc. Hom. 67; Afel, NS; pro- 
movit, 8. Ephr. i. 485. So XMS) is constantly used for Aaurpéc, NTS) for 
Aaumporne.” P. Smith. 

mop * “was minded,” Dan. vi. 4. In Targg. only Ithpa. [and always in bad 
sense; MG.] in good sense, in Heb. and Bibl. Ch. 

‘I¥1p, lit. “on the side of the kingdom,” i.e. in temporals. Dan. vi. 5; “ [blas- 
phemies] aN) against,” so as to be “side by side” with God, contesting on equal 
terms, Dan. vil. 25. Buxt. quotes only one instance of 1). “thou shalt not 
approach Wd of a woman,” for ON, Ex. xix. 15. [Onk. has nx ed. Antw. 
Targe. use alla) and 01D, as Syr. too; TY, but not ‘¥, is occasionally used 
in Ps.-J. and Targ. on Prov., and T¥ is very common in Syriac. MG.] 

VON, “an interdict,” Dan. vi. 8, 9, 10, 18,14, 16. In Targg. Buxt. only gives 
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the case in which the Heb. word 108, “obligation,” (viz. to abstain from a thing,) 
has been retained from the Hebrew in Num. xxx. 3, 4, 6, &e. 

WN3 with 53 Dan. vi. 15; as INV with oy p., Vi. 24; and, in Hebrew, 7 
with 2)’, Eccl. ii. 17. [oy wa oceurs Ecel. ii. 17; WRI with [YA and oy obj. 
occurs in Ps.-Jon. and Onk. Gen. xxi. 12. WS2 occurs also with 3 of cause or obj. 
and 9 pers. MG.] 

313, * “knelt,” i. e. to God, Dan, vi. 11; as in Heb. Ps. xcv. 6, 2 Chron. vi. 13; 
more widely in Syr. 

; 53 * DY with oy p. “set his heart upon,” Dan. vi. 15; like ° 39 DY, 1 Sam. 

ix. 20, 893,52 * for EW. is common Syriac, x55 ov, a Syriac idiom ; Oya 
Arab., but not Ch. or Talm. prod DD with 2 occurs Barh. Chron. p. 257, 8. 
Cyril Hom. 95 on 8. Luke; with 7 and fut. Bibl. Or. ii. 231; 8739 DD Sirae. vi. 
32, and with 2, Ruth iii. 4. 893 9p -O°8 occurs Ex. vii. 23, ix. 21,1 Sam. iv. 
20, 2 Sam. xiii. 20, xix. 19, Is. xlii. 25, lvii. 1. Ephr. iti. Pref. 61, Acta Mart. ii. 
282. The constr. 8723 DD in Castell Lex. is from Ferrar. With 839 DD, the 
usual constructions are with 0) or 9. Dr. P. Smith.] In the Peshito, the con- 
struction with Dy is used Job i. 8, ii. 2, that with 1, Deut. xxxii. 46, to repre- 
sent and retain the expression ab) DW; in Proy. xxii. 17, xxiv. 32, xxvii. 23, 
Job vii. 17, Ps. xlviii. 13 (Syr.) for ab mw. 8293 DD is also used, as in Is. xli. 22, 
Hagg. ii. 16, (19, Syr.) and elsewhere. 

AAWD,* “labored,” Dan. vi. 15. 779, Targg. In the Targg. TWX signi- 
fies, “ was sent,” as in Syr. Only the Jerus. Targ. has WANITW3 “in his (Jacob’s) 
wrestling,” Gen. xxxii. 25. 

ray, “sunset,” like WOW 83D, Dan. vi. 15; in Targg. ‘5p, Buxt. MG.] 
Jerus. T. has NWOW yD Nu. xxv. 4, and Ps.Jon. ‘2°? with gen. for 21, 
Gen. xiv. 13, Nu. xxii. 28, Levy. 

npw, Dan. vi. 18. “Di is rare in Targe., which generally have "}¥.” Buxt. 
c. 2349, [but very common in Syriac; also in Targ. on Proverbs. ] 

ny, “hungered,” Dan. vi. 19, (comp. the usage of the Arab. "10 in Ges. ;) 
once in Talm. Berach. f. 55. 2. Buxt. “in Aram. Proy. in Talm.,” Fiirst; unknown 
to Buxt, and Levy. “In Cureton’s recension of the Gospels from the Nitrian MS, 
MY is used for vyoreic in S. Matt. xv. 32, [18 NO 13, where not having food is 
alone to be expresssed. In all other places, when religious fasting is spoken of, 
DI¥ is used. Mr. Bensley has also found the word in the Vite Patrum.” P. 


E. Pusey. 

117,* Dan. vi. 19. Probably “women who played on (lit. ‘struck’) an instru- 
ment.” Heraclides (ab. p. 493) mentions that the concubines played as well as 
sang to the king at supper, (a custom, still, I am informed, continued in the Fast). 
Darius passing the night fasting, the women, who played and sang at supper, 
“were not brought in.” Saadiah gives this meaning, “women singing with harps 
and viols,” though he supposed 11117 to be a transposition for 7, “gladdening.” 
Abraham Ben David, a Hebrew-Arabic Lexicographer of the 10th century, also 
held this etymology to be the “ most probable” (37P¥) ; so that the word should 
mean “a musician.” (Opp. Cod. Add. 25.) Buxtorf guesses that it may mean 
« expelling, i.e. sorrow.” Aben Ezra explains it “neginoth and songs” Levi and 
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Ibn Yech. “instruments of music;” the Aruch “instruments of joy,” probably 
from the same etymology. Rashi (after R. Donash Ben Librat, of the 10th cen- 
tury) and David Kimchi (quoted by David Cohen de Lara Lex. Talm. Rabb.) 
explain it “table” from a word, 31M, (occurring in one passage of the Tosafta, 
ana ‘ya ow 3177) a word so rare as not to occur in Lexica, even in the 
Morshid. See also Sal. B. Melech. Very probably (as in other cases) the Tal- 
mudic word was adopted from the Scripture-word (whose meaning had been for- 
gotten) in the sense which was, in later times, ascribed to it. The Gr. Ven. 
has also tpdefa. Abraham B. David rejects this explanation as “unproved,” 
97 3893 (lég. JNM) WD INP. WWI] has no meaning which will suit with 
[O7; between 1813 and psn, “a table” (a Persian word Arabized) when 
written in Arabic letters without diacritical marks, the only difference is between 
the n and 7, which are very like. Theod., Syr., S. Jer. render “food.” Sal. B. 
Melech mentions further, that some explained it as a compound word, })1¥ ™1, 
“tellers of riddles and gifted with song.” The LXX avoided translating it. So 
wholly was its meaning lost. The rendering, “instrumenta pulsatilia,” as well as 
the coarse etymology imagined by Lengerke and Ges., would require that })N7 
should be a passive, which, of course, it is not. The concubines, if introduced at 
all, could only have been introduced, for that which Heraclides says was their 
office, singing and playing. 

(40, “shut,” D. vi. 23, Peal as in Syr. In Targg. Afel, but generally IM is 
used, MG.] except as to leprosy: 1408, “closed” a leprous house, Ley. xiv. 38 ; 
“shut up” a leper, Lev. xiii. 4,5, 11, 54; V40, a leper so “shut up;” 3110 
“leprosy,” Lev. xiii. 2,9 &. Levy adds a var. rendering Job xxxviii, 8, N78 
NVI0 “a way enclosed,” Cant. i. 9, 81° 3130, Job xxxviil. 16. 

[380 with by, “was glad,” Dan. vi. 24, an approach to Syriac idiom. Not in 
Targg. (except 1 Sam. xvi. 23, with 5) even where Heb. has 21 with 35, e.g. 1S.xxv. 
36, 2S. xiii. 28, where Targ. has Yaw with by. See also Judg. xviii. 20,1 Kings 
xxi. 7, Esth. i. 10. The most common word for “be glad” in Targe. is NN, 
which the Pesh. also has. The Peshito has sometimes 280. MG.] 

WN, “substance,” much as we say, “heads.” Dan. vii. 1, (as in Heb. Ps. exix. 
160, and Lev. y. 24.) No instance of this use of ¥) in Buxt. or Levy from 
Targe, 

Vos, “said,” (in writing) = wrote. Dan. vii. 1. 
ja “bursting forth,’ of winds. Dan. vii. 2. So in Heb. ond Syr.; but in 
Targg., only of “going forth to war,” whence commonly joined with 13}p, Buxt. 
e. 402. In Job xxxyiii. 8, 934, and in Jud. xx. 33, 148, the word is retained in 
the Targ. from the Heb. text. 

‘INDS,* “strong,” vii. 7. The word, formed perhaps by Daniel, is from a root, 
exstant in Arabie only and in a derived word in Heb., 0°13, not in any other 
Aramaic besides Daniel’s, in any allied sense. See ab. p. 76. n. 2. 

[8/23 “pure, fine,” wool. Dan. vii. 9. Targg. *P3; as in Heb., but/it occurs very 
rarely. So Dan. does not hebraize here. Targg. generally have °2" of physical 
purity; of moral purity they use (as Buxt. notices) ‘837 for ‘Pp: MG.) 

PDIP? “DNTP, vii. 10. i,q. 19D) AMM, i. 5. 

amy {"1, “judgment” (i.e. judges) “ was set.” Dan. vii. 26. 
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The following observations, collected by the Rey. J. McGill from decipherers 
of cuneiform Inscriptions, illustrate in two points the Chaldee of Daniel. More 
will result from further investigation. 

[“i. on the use or insertion of Nun. 

“Yn Daniel, certain words sometimes retain or insert n, sometimes reject it. In 
Babylonian, mandatta is “tribute;” in Assyrian, madatu, madata oblique; yet 
sometimes mandata (Rawl. Anal. of Bab. text of Behistun, Inscr. p. xxvii.). 
Mindah occurs in Rehum’s letter, Ezra iv. 18; middah, in the king’s answer, iv. 
20, and the decree of Darius, vi. 8; but mindah in that of Artaxerxes vii. 24. 
The word is not in Daniel. Oppert (Gramm. Assyr. n. 217) gives mandanath, or 
madnath, “tribute.” He says, ‘many verbs preserve the n in all cases, as WJ, 102°. 
At Persepolis, there occurs |12°; at Nineveh, 3). 81), “announces,” sinks the n 
or takes m. So you have 838 or NIDX, Nav or SInDwID? Tb. n. 178, 174. In 
the Piel, m is inserted instead of the reduplication, ‘The prism of Tiglath- 
pileser I. has 133°; the gem of Michaux 1192)”, Ib. n. 175 note. He also gives 
the forms 8173) n. 139, and 324, n. 233, p. 88 antep. Néldeke says, that this 
insertion of n is pretty common in Manden before 4, 3,3. ‘That this nasal is 
not a mere note for the reduplication, appears from the fact, that before 3 the n is 
changed into m.’ die Mundart d. Mandier p. 21, 2. A radical } remains in Man- 
dzean more decidedly than in Syriac. The very word ‘ Mandaite, i. e. Gnostic, 
preserves a trace of in the participle of yt. The use of the ‘linea occultans,’ 
in Syriac, shews that the forms with n are the oldest.” MG.] 

There is, I believe, only one trace in Syriac of the n being inserted, correspond- 
ing to the Hebrew intensive form. This is in a noun 812] i. q. 1133 which still 
exists in the written language, although the “linea occultans” marks that it is 
pronounced 833. Else the “linea occultans” applies to cases, where the n was 
part of the original word, but precedes ¢, and in one case, 6: 1) in the pronoun 
2d pers. throughout, })918, FAN, AIS, 8 ; 2) feminine nouns ie SAID, Sn, 
shyI0n, pronounced Si 20, NIP, NIV; 3) or the pass. part. of 19, SOD, 
pronounced sivai. The other instances given are, NIN (i. q. Heb. TW) pro- 
nounced SANS; NAM, pronounced NAW, Heb. 13% “year” (contracted in the 
Pheenician coins also, Av, and Sam. ANw); 333, pronounced 24. 

[The insertion of n, it may be observed, was not uncommon in the South-Semitic 
languages. In Aithiopic, Gesenius gives one instance only ; but Dillmann, in his 
Gram. p. 110, gives thirty one. In Arabic, as compared to Hebrew there are, such 
as, ’ancabo, ‘the male spider,’ ’ancabao, ‘the female spider,’ also ’ancabut, but in 
Heb. ¥23), Ch. SVII3Y; 1H, ‘goat,’ aza, Pheen., Ni}! Syr., but 1332 Arab.; WS} 
Heb. IYI “Pentecost,” Arab. ; WY, “trouble,” I3y Arab. ; 7737, ‘bee, Syr. 
NO ‘bee, wasp,” Ch. 81124, 897134, and 8137 8134, ‘bee, but Naz. SVIU; 
Arab. T8133} and NVI ‘wasp’ Ges. also gives (lit. ] p. 833) naw, Ar. AdAaD, 
‘ear of corn;’ WP, Ar. 1BIP ‘hedge-hog’ Add VM, Syr. SUN, Ar. STN 
swine. [Amid the difficulty to find an etymology for 78, it may not be improbably 
i,q. Arab. 733.] In the Hebrew, ‘$1? Job xviii. 2, is no instance of this, (see 
Ewald, Delitzsch) [nor 1310 Ps. Ixiv. 7, Lam. iii. 22; but probably 31), ‘ Vale- 
ria,’ Ley. xi. 13, Deut. xiv. 12, is; PUVD, Is. xxiii. 11, is perhaps conformed to 
the Pheenician. ‘See Hitzig Grabschrift p. 16. Levy Pheen. Stud. p.17.] This 
insertion of a non-radical n, cannot then be owing to Hebrew influence. MG.] 

382 
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[“ii. On the 5 as the preformative of the 3d person future, in illustration of 
the #715 of Daniel. 

“ Dr. Hincks (first I believe) gave a full description of the 5 as marking the 
“Optative” or “Precative,” in the Journ. Sacr. Lit. Oct. 1855, “On Assyrian 
verbs.” He says, ‘Of the optative, precative, there are numerous examples in 
the Ist pers. sing. and the 3d pers. masc. sing. and plur. The standard forms are 
lupkul, lipkul, lipkulu’ The third person sing. and plur. he establishes by the 
Pers. translation of the Achemenian inscriptions (n. 69.) ; the Ist pers. sing. by 
the context of those of Nebuchadnezzar. (n. 70.) He also gives instances of the 
5 as the sign of the optative from older inscriptions. [n. 71.) Oppert in his 
“Grammaire Assyrienne” (n. 114 p. 41 note) gives the following forms from the 
Trilinguar inscriptions, as ascertained by the Persian : eh let him protect ; T7989, 
let him curse ; 1717, let him give ; wary, let him bless; Plur. kal, 35, let them 
protect ; 27, let them (thy days) be prolonged. He gives also other examples, 
Ib. n. 121, 5, 166. MG.] 

In conclusion, I would note, how Dr. Payne Smith, Mr. McGill and myself, 
independently of one another, observed, (what indeed I think will strike most 
persons even on a cursory reading of this note) that Daniel and Ezra agree so 
remarkably, not only in differing from the Targums, but in their correspondence 
with Western Aramaic or Syriac. This correspondence too belongs very remark- 
ably to the grammar as well as to the vocabulary. This is further illustrated 
by the correspondence with what Mr. McGill rightly calls the “Syrizing” 
Targums. This character of the Chaldee of Daniel and Ezra separates them 
off from these Targums, which come nearest to their age; by an almost dialectic 
difference, analogous to the difference of the Greek of Homer from that of later 
Greek writers, when the dialects became distinct. It is vet further illustrated 
by the correspondence of both Daniel and Ezra with the Samaritan, which, 
whatever be the age of its Targum, was separated off from its parent-stock of 
Eastern Aramaic at a period, earlier than even Daniel and Ezra. 


Nore EK, on p. 327. 


The character of such a translation as that of the LXX is, with difficulty, 
exhibited by mere references or extracts, here and there. I have therefore 
translated, throughout, what seemed to me characteristic renderings, and many 
which contain in them little which is characteristic. The variation of the 
degrees of free translation or almost re-writing in different chapters is in itself 
remarkable. Where there was little temptation to embellish or gloss, as in 
ch. viii, the prayer in ch. ix, and ch x., there is very little variation. But the 
adherence to the text in some parts makes it the more evident, that it was of 
set purpose, that the translator departed from his text, in other parts. One who 
could so translate must have been removed by centuries from the prophet. The 
whole tone of mind is different, and not accounted for by the mere absence of 
inspiration in the translator. 

i, 2. “The Lord delivered i¢ (Jerusalem) into his hands and Joiakim,” (stating 
the capture of Jerusalem.) Ib. “he carried them to Babylon,” explaining the 
land of Shinar of the Hebrew. Ib. “in his idol-temple,” for, “in the treasure- 
house of his god.” 3, “of the sons of the nobles of Israel,” added. 7. “And to 
Daniel he gave understanding in every word and wisdom and dreams and in all 
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wisdom.” i. 10. (lest he should see) “your faces distressed and weak above the 
youths of the aliens who are nourished with you;” (as though Daniel and his 
companions were the only Jews, and so no Jews had eaten forbidden food.) 
11. “Daniel spake to Abiesdri who was appointed chief of the eunuchs,” for, 
“to Hammelzar whom the chief &c. had appointed ;” probably not understanding 
_ Hammelzar (see ab. p. 463.) 20. “And the king glorified them, and made them rulers 
and declared them wise above all his, in affairs in all his land and in all his king- 
dom,” added. 20. “the sophists and philosophers,” for, “magicians and astrologers.” 

ii. 1. “visions and dreams.” 2. “and sorcerers of the Chaldees,” for “and,” 
not understanding the Chaldees to be a distinct class. ib. “my spirit was 
troubled ; I wish therefore (added) to know my dream.” ii. 5. “Unless ye shew 
me the vision in truth,” added. ib. instead of, “ye shall be cut in pieces and 
your houses shall be made a dunghill,” “ ye shall be made an example and your 
property shall be taken into the royal.” ii. 9. “ye shall die,” for, “there is 
one decree for you.’ 8. “as I have commanded, so it shall be,” added. 9. 
“and shew its interpretation,” added; “the word which I have seen by night,” 
added, Ib. 11. “is rare and glorious,’ added. Ib. “except some angel,” for, 
“except the gods,’ “wherefore it cannot be, as thou thinkest,”’ added. 18. 
“Daniel and all who were with him, that they might perish with” (the wise 
men) as if they were a distinct class (tov ovvarodéoba).’ 16. “Daniel went 
quickly to the king;” “he would shew all things,’ for, “the interpretation.” 
18. for “that they would desire mercies from the God of Heaven,” “and he 
enjoined fasting and supplication and self-afjliction (lit. “revenge,” Tiywwpiarv, added) 
“to seek from the Lord the Most High, &c.” “with the sophists of Bab.,” for 
“with the rest of the wise men of B.” separating Daniel from them. 19. “in 
a vision, in that same night,” for, “in a night-vision.” 23. “Thou hast made 
known unto me what J desired, that I should make known to the king accord- 
ingly,” for, “what we desired of Thee, for Thou hast made known unto us.” 
25. “I have found a wise man.” 26. “Daniel, who was surnamed in Chaldce 
Belteshazzar.” 34. “a stone was cut out of a mountain,” added. 37. “gave them 
glory in the whole world,” added. 38. “the fowls of heaven,” he adds, “and the 
fishes of the sea.” 41. for “the kingdom shall be divided,” “there shall be another 
kingdom of two parts in it” (diepyc), adapting the prophecy to the Seleucide 
and Ptolemies. 43. “They shall be commingled for the generation of men; 
but they shall not be of one mind nor well-minded to one another.” 44. “set 
up another kingdom,” “and this kingdom shall not suffer another nation,” for, 
“shall not be left to.” 

iii. 1. “In the 18th year,’ King N. “governing cities and countries and all 
dwellers on the earth from India to Ethiopia,” added, this last probably from 
Esther i.1. 2. “in the plain of the circuit,’ not knowing Dura, as a proper 
name. “N. the king of kings and ruling the whole world sent to collect all nations 
and tribes and tongues and satraps, &c. and all throughout the world.” 12. “serve 
not thy idol,” for “thy gods,” “and thy golden,” &. for “the,” &. 17. “For 
God is in heaven, our One Lord, whom we fear,” for, “Our God, Whom we 
serve;” 18. “And then it will be clear to thee,” for, “ And if not, be it known, 
&e.;” “thy idol,” for, “thy gods.” 22. “And the men, who were appointed, 
having bound them and bringing them to the furnace cast them into it;” added. 
23. “The men then who bound Azariah and his companions, the flame, coming 
forth out of the furnace burnt and killed, and these were preserved,” added. 
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The Greek has only “the height thereof [of the statue] six cubits,” avoiding 
the statement of the want of proportion, but the Syriac Hexaplar agrees with 
the Heb. 

After the prayer of Azarias, there follows an addition, 46. “ And they who cast 
them in, ministers of the king, ceased not heating the furnace, and when they 
cast the three together into the furnace, and the furnace was red-hot, sevenfold, 
according to its heat, and when they cast them in, they who cast them were above 
them, but others from below kindled under them naphtha, and tow, and pitch, 
and faggots. And the fire was poured forth above the furnace, 49 cubits. And 
it went forth, and kindled those whom it found of the Chaldeans around the 
furnace. But the angel of the Lord descended with Azariah and his companions 
into the furnace and struck out the flame of fire from the furnace, and he made 
the midst of the furnace like a whistling wind of dew, and the fire touched them 
not at all, nor distressed them, nor troubled them.” After “the hymn of the 
three children,” 91. ‘“ And it came to pass when the king heard them hymning, 
and stood and saw them living,” added (introductory to the mention of his 
surprise.) 92. (25 Ch.) “the form of the fourth is the likeness of an angel of God,” 
for “the Son of God.” 95. (28.) “yielded their bodies to the burning,” added. 96. 
(29.) “shall be cut in pieces and his house shall be confiscated,” for “made a 
dunghill.” 

iv. 1. (4 Eng.) added, “Jn the 18th year of the reign.” 3-6. (6-9,) omitted. 7. 
(10.) added, “and there was no other like to it, its branches were im length as tt 
were 30 furlongs, its fruit was much and good.” “all the beasts of the field, &c.” 
8. (11.) added, “and the trunk of it to the clouds, filling the space under heaven, 
the sun and the moon were in it; they dwelt and enlightened the whole earth.” 
10; (13.) “an Angel,” for, “a watcher and a holy one.” 11. “cut it down, and 
spoil it; for it is commanded by the Highest to uproot and make it useless.” 12, 
13. (14, 15.) “leave one root of it in the ground, that with the beasts of the earth 
on the mountains he may be fed with grass like an ox, and by the dew of heaven 
his body may be changed, and for 7 years he may be fed with them;’’ omitting the 
greater part of v. 14. 14. (17.) “until he know,” for, “that the living may know;” 
“that the King of heaven hath power over all things in heaven and in earth, 
and what He wills to do He doth in them,” omitting the characteristic language, 
“This matter is by decree, &c.—holy ones.” 15. (18.) added, “In my presence 
it was cut down in one day, and its destruction was in one hour of the day, and 
its branches were given to every wind, and it was torn away and cast down, and 
he ate the grass of the field, and was given in charge, and was bound by them in 
fetters and handcufls of brass. I wondered at these things exceedingly, and my 
sleep departed from my eyes, and, rising early from my bed, I called Daniel, 
chief of the sophists, and prefect of those who interpret dreams, and I related to 
him the dream, and he shewed me all its interpretation.” 16. (19.) “and, 
affrighted, trembling seizing him, and, his aspect being changed, he, shaking his 
head, for one hour, much marvelled, having answered me with a mild voice,” 
for, “The king said, let not the dream or the interpretation thereof trouble thee. 
Daniel answered.” 17, (20.) abridged, “The tree which was planted in the 
earth, whose aspect was great, thou, O king, art it.” 18. (21.) explained with 
omissions, “ And all the birds of the heaven which nestled in it,” “the might of 
the earth and of the nations and of all tongues to the ends of the earth, and all 
countries shall serve thee.” 19. (22.) The description of the tree is repeated from 
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v. 8; “But that the tree was exalted, and reached to the heaven, and its trunk 
touched the clouds ;” then the comment is added, “thou hast been lifted up above 
all men who are on the face of all the earth; thy heart has been lifted up with 
pride and might over the things toward the Holy One and His angels; thy 
works have been seen, according as thou hast utterly desolated the house of the 
living God, for the sins of the sanctified people.” 21. (24, 25.) “ This vision that 
thou hast seen, that an angel was sent in might from the Lord, and that he said, 
‘Take away the tree and cut it down,’ the judgment of the great God cometh 
upon thee; and the Highest and His angels shall assail thee; they shall lead 
thee away to prison, and shall send thee to a desert place;” 23. (26.) “And 
the root of the tree which was left that it was not uprooted, the place of thy 
throne shall be kept for thee for a time and an hour. Behold they are prepared 
against thee, and shall scourge thee and bring all that is adjudged against thee.” 
24, (27.) “ Beseech Him for thy sins,” for, “ Wherefore—let my counsel be accept- 
able to thee:” “that gentle dealing may be given thee, and thou mayest be for 
many days on the throne of thy kingdom and He may not destroy thee,” for 
“thine iniquities—tranquillity ;” 25. “Cherish these sayings; for my word is 
accurate, and thy time full. And at the end of the words, Neb. when he heard 
the interpretation of the vision, kept the sayings in his heart,” instead of 28. 
Eng. 26. (29.) “the king was walking on the wall of the city with all his elory 
and was going through upon its towers,” for, “on the palace of the kingdom of 
Babylon.” 28. (81.) added, “at the end of his speech he heard a voice,” and, “the 
kingdom of Babylon is taken from thee, and ts given to another the most abject man in 
thy house. (suggested by iy. 17. [20]) It then adds, “ Lo I set him over thy kingdom, 
and he shall receive thy power and thy glory and thy luxury, that thou mayest 
know, &c.” (from 32.) Then, “to the sunrising another king shall rejoice in thy 
house, and shall possess thy glory and thy might and thy power.” 29. (32.) “And 
the Angels shall drive thee for seven years, and thou shalt not be seen nor shalt speak 
with any man ; they shall feed thee with grass as an ox, and of the tender grass of the 
jield shall thy pasture be; (from iv. 23.) then, “Lo! for thy glory they shall bind 
thee, and the house of thy luxury and of thy kingdom shall another have.” 30. 
(83.) “Till the morning, all these things shall be fulfilled upon thee, Nebuchad- 
nezzar king of Babylon, and nothing of all these things shall be wanting. I 
Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon was bound with chains for seven years. They 
fed me with grass as an ox, and J ate of the herb of the earth.” 31. (34.) “ And after 
seven years I gave my soul unto prayer, and I entreated for my sins before the 
Lord God of heaven, and for my ignorances I besought the great God of gods.” 
from 30, (33.) related by, not of, Nebuchadnezzar. “And my hairs became as 
eagle’s wings, my nails as a lion’s, my flesh and my heart was deranged. I walked 
naked with the beasts of the field.” Then follows seemingly a hint that some of 
this passed in a dream, (which was perhaps hinted also by the “Till the morning” 
gc pwt 36,) 32, “I saw a dream, and conjectures seized me and, during a time, 
much sleep seized me, and deep slumber fell upon me. And at the end of 7 
years, the time of my redemption came, and my sins and my ignorances were 
filled up before the God of heaven, and I besought the great God of gods for my 
ignorances. And lo, an angel called me from heaven, saying N., serve the Holy 
God of heaven, and give glory to the most Highest; the kingdom of thy nation 
is given back to thee.” 34. (37.) “The king of heaven,” is explained “who 
created the heaven and the earth and the seas and the rivers and all things in 
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them;” then, instead of, “all Whose works are truth and His ways judgment,” 
follows the addition, “because He is God of gods, and Lord of lords and King of 
kings; for He doth signs and wonders, and changes times and seasons, taking 
away the kingdom of kings, and setting others in their stead. Henceforth I will 
serve Him; and from fear of Him trembling hath seized me, and I praise all His 
saints. For the gods of the heathen have not power in themselves to remove the 
kingdom of a king to another king, and to slay and make alive, and to do signs 
and wonders, great and terrible, and to change things exceeding great, as the God 
of heaven did in me, and changed great things upon me. I, all the days that I 
am king, will offer sacrifices to the Most High for my soul, a sweet savor unto 
the Lord, and will do what is pleasing in His sight, I and my people, my nation, 
and my countries which are in my power. And as many as have spoken against 
the God of heaven, or shall be found speaking anything, these will I condemn to 
death. King Nebuchadnezzar wrote an encyclical epistle to all the nations and 
countries, and all tongues which dwell in all the countries to generations and gen- 
erations. ‘ Praise ye the Lord, the God of heaven, and ofier to Him sacrifice and 
oblation gloriously. I, king of kings, confess to Him gloriously, because He dealt 
thus with me. In that same day He seated me on my throne, and my might and 
my kingdom; I prevailed in my people, and my greatness was restored to me.’ 
Nebuchadnezzar the king to all nations and to all countries and to all who dwell 
in them. ‘Peace be multiplied to you at all times. And now I will shew you 
the deeds, which the great God has done with me. But it seemed good to me to 
shew you and your sophists, that there is a God and that His wonders are great; 
His kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, His power from generation to genera- 
tion’ And he sent letters concerning all things which befell him in his kingdom, 
to all the nations which were under his rule.” 

ch. y. Of ch. v. 1, 4, 5, there is a double translation, but neither quite complete. 
In the one, the translator counts the thousand guests, twice mentioned, as 2000; 
says that the feast was “on the day of the dedication of his kingdoms,” joins 
the beginning of vy. 2. to v. 4, “Belshazzar elevated by the wine, and boasting, 
praised all the gods of the heathen, molten and graven, in his place,’ and adds 
from y. 23, “and to God most High he did not give praise.” In y. 5. the words 
written on the wall are added, from v. 25, and an interpretation, “ Mane, it is 
numbered, Phares, it is taken away, Thekel, it is weighed.” The 2d translation 
is closer. But it omits the number of the guests in both places in y. 1. and the 
mention of “the wives and concubines,” v. 3. 3, 4, are abridged; “And they 
(the vessels) were brought, and they drank out of them and praised their idols 
made with hands,” and added to, “And the God of the world, who had power 
over their breath, they praised not.” 5. “over against king Belshazzar,” for, 
“the wall of the king’s palace.” 6. “the king then hastened and arose and 
saw that writing, and his companions around him boasted;” instead of “the 
joints—against another.” 7, 8. “to tell the interpretation of the writing; and 
they (the wise men) entered to behold, to see the writing,” added; “and they 
could not explain to the king the interpretation of the writing,’ “and no one 
could explain the interpretation of the writing,” is repeated. “There shall 
be given him power of the third part of the kingdom,” for, “shall be third ruler in,” 
&c. So also in v.16 and 29. 9. “Then the king called the queen concerning 
this sign and shewed her that it was great, and that no man can shew the king 
the interpretation of the writing.” 10 “Then the queen mentioned to him 
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concerning Daniel who was of the captivity of Judea.” (instead of v. 10.) 11, 
12, “There is a man of knowledge and wisdom, and stirpassing all the wise of 
Babylon, and a holy spirit is in him, and, in the days of the king thy father, 
he shewed exceeding great interpretations to Nebuchadnezzar thy father.” 
13-16. “art thou that Daniel—canst dissolve doubts,” omitted. The speech 
begins v. 16, “O Daniel, canst thou shew me the interpretation,” &c. 
17. “Then Daniel stood over against the writing, and read, and thus answered 
the king, ‘this is the writing, it is numbered, it is completed, it is taken away,’ 
and the hand which wrote, stayed; and this is its interpretation’’ Then he 
omits “ Let thy gifts—to another,” v. 17, and the account of God’s dealings with 
Nebuchadnezzar, v. 18-22, and he substitutes for 22-28, the account, as he had 
given it before, “O king, thou madest a feast to thy friends, and drankest wine, 
and the vessels of the house of the living God were brought to thee, and ye drank 
wine, thou and thy nobles,” [the “wives and concubines,” again omitted] “and 
ye praised,” [for “thou didst praise,” all the idols of men made with hands, [for 
“the gods of silyer—nor know ;”] and the Living God—and He gave thee thy 
kingdom,” (for, “whose are all thy ways,”) thou didst not bless nor praise.” 
25-58. “This is the interpretation of the writing. Js numbered, the time of thy 
kingdom; thy kingdom ceaseth, is cut short, and accomplished; thy kingdom is 
given to the Medes and Persians.” For 30, 31, “And this interpretation came 
upon king B. and the kingdom was taken from the Chaldees, and was given to 
the Medes and Persians. And Artaxerxes of the Medes received the kingdom, 
and Darius full of days and glorious in old age.” 

vi. 1. “an hundred and twenty and seven Satraps,” from Esther. (repeated v. 4.) 
2-9. “And Daniel was one of the three men, having power above all in the 
kingdom; and Daniel was clad in purple, and was great and glorious before 
Darius the king, because he was glorious and of knowledge and understanding, 
and a holy spirit was in him, and he was prosperous in the affairs of the king 
which he did. Then the king purposed to set over his whole kingdom Daniel, 
and the two men whom he set with him, and 127 Satraps. But when the king 
purposed to set Daniel over his whole kingdom, then the two youths counseled 
together saying, (because they found no sin or ignorance against Daniel for which 
to accuse him to the king,) and said, come let us make a decree against ourselves, 
that no man shall make a request, or pray a prayer of any god for 30 days, 
except of Darius the king; else, he shall die; that they might defeat Daniel 
before the king and he be cast into the den of lions. For they knew that 
Daniel prayed and besought the Lord his God thrice a day’ Then these men 
came and said before the king; ‘we have made a decree and a statute that any 
man, who shall pray a prayer or ask a request of any god for 30 days, save of 
Darius the king, shall be cast into the den of lions.” [‘And they persuaded 
the king to constitute this law, and not change it, because they knew that 
Daniel prayed thrice a day, that he might be made guilty before the king, 
and be cast mto the den of lions.” added in Syriac Tetrapl. pp. 64, 5.] 10, 11. 
“But when Daniel knew the decree, which he made against him, he opened 
the windows in his hyperéon toward Jerusalem, and fell on his face thrice in 
the day, as he did before, and prayed. And they observed Daniel and found 
him praying three times a day every day.” 13, 14. “And they said to him, 
[the king,] we adjure thee by the decrees of the Medes and Persians, that thou 
change not the command, nor accept persons, nor lessen ought thou hast said, 
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but rather punish the man who abode not by this decree. And he said, I will 
do as ye say, and this stands with me. And they said, Behold we found Daniel 
thy friend praying and beseeching the face of his God thricea day. And the 
king, grieved, said that Daniel should be cast into the lion’s den according to the 
decree which he made against him. Then the king was greatly grieved for 
Daniel and succored to deliver him, until sunset, from the hand of the Satraps, and he 
could not deliver him from them. Darius the king cried out and said to Daniel, 
thy God whom thou servest continually thrice a day, He will deliver thee from the 
hand of the lions; until the morning, be of good courage.” 17. “Then Daniel was 
cast into the den of lions, and a stone, &c..—that Daniel might not be taken away 
of them, nor the king take him up out of the den,” for, “that the purpose might 
not be changed concerning Daniel.” 18.17. “And he was grieved for Daniel,” 
for “neither were instruments, &c.—sleep went from him.” “Then the God of 
Daniel, having thought of him, shut the mouths of the lions and they troubled 
not Daniel,” added, 19. Darius “took with him the Satraps,’ added. 20. “O 
Daniel, art thou then alive, and hath thy God [not, “is He able?” ] saved thee 
from the lions and they have not disabled thee?” 21. “Then Daniel shouted 
with a loud voice and said, 22. O king, | am alive and God hath saved me from 
the lions” (“sent His angel,’ omitted)—“but thou hast listened to men who 
mislead kings, and hast cast me into the den of lions for destruction,” added. 
23. “Then all the authorities were collected and saw Daniel, that the lions had 
not troubled him.” 24. “Then those two men, who witnessed against Daniel,” 
&e. omitting “or ever they came to the bottom of the den.” 26. omits, “and 
his kingdom—unto the end.” 27. “I Darius will be a worshiper of Him, and 
serve Him all my days; for the idols made with hands cannot save, as the God 
of Daniel has redeemed Daniel. 28. And king Darius was added to his race, 
and Daniel was set over the kingdom of Darius, and Cyrus the Persian received 
his kingdom.” 

vii. 7 “It had ten horns and many counsels in its horns.” 8. “And three of 
the first horns were dried up by it.” “ And it made war with the saints,” added. 
12. “And those around it He removed from their power.” 18. “And as the 
Ancient of days was present, and they who stood by were present with Him.” 
17. “four kingdoms, which shall perish from the earth,” for, “which shall arise,” 
24. “and he in evils shall be diverse above the first.” 26. “and they shall 
destroy” [not “his” ] “power, and they shall will to defile and destroy.” 

vill. 2. “at the gate Alam,” for, “at the river Ulai” (“gate” for “river” in 
v. 6 also). 8, “and the higher ascended, but after this,” for “went up last;” 
missing the relation of the Persian to the Median empire. 9. “ one strong horn” 
(for, “a little horn,”) “and prevailed and smote;” then, “and to the North” for 
“the pleasant land.” 11. “Until the chief captain shall deliver the captivity, 
and for him the everlasting mountains were broken, and their place was taken 
away, and sacrifice; and he set it down to the ground, upon the earth, and they 
prospered, and it was, and the holy place shall be desolated. And‘the sins were 
in the sacrifice; and righteousness was cast to the ground.” 16. It adds, “And 
the man crying aloud said, the vision is as to that commandment.” 19. “at the 
end of the indignation to the sons of the people,” added; “for it shall still abide 
unto the time, &c.” 23. “And at the end of their kingdom, when their sins are 
fulfilled.” 25. “And his purpose shall be against the saints,’ for “And his 
policy ;” “for the destruction of men and shall make a gathering of hand and 
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shall repay,” for, “against the Prince of princes, and. he shall be broken with- 
out hand.” 

ix. 1. “Darius the son of Xerxes, of the Median race who reigned,” [plural] 
&c.. 10. “to obey Thy law, which Thou gavest before Moses and us through Thy 
servants the prophets,” for, “to walk in His laws which He set before us by, &c.” 
12. “whatever Thou hast judged to bring,” for, “that judged us.” 17. “upon 
Thy holy mountain,” for “Thy sanctuary.” 19. “upon Thy city Sion and Thy 
people Israel.” 21. “in my sleep,” for “in the vision ;” “approached me,” for 
“touched me.” On the grave alterations in the prophecy of the 70 weeks, see 
above p. 881, 82. 

x. 1. “In the first year of Cyrus,” for, “the third.” 5. “and from the midst 
of him was light,” for, “fine gold of Uphaz.” 9. “And I heard not the voice of 
his speech.” 18. “The General of the king of Persians,” for, “the prince of the 
kingdom of Persia.” “And I left him there with the General of the king of 
Persians,” for, “And I remained- there with the kings of Persia.” 16. “like the 
similitude of the hand of man,” for, “of the sons of men” 20. “to fight with 
the General of the king of the Persians, and I went forth, and lo the General 
of the Greeks came in.” 21. “except Michael the Angel,” for, “your prince.” 

xi. 1. “And in the first year of Cyrus the king, he said to me, be strong, and 
be of good courage, and now I have come to shew you, &c.” for, “And J, in the 
first year of Darius the Mede, I stood to confirm and strengthen him, and now I 
will shew you, &.”’ 2. “3 kings have resisted,” for, “are standing up;” “he 
shall rise up against every king of Greece,” for, “stir up all against the kingdom 
of Greece.” 4, “not according to his strength,” for, “not to his posterity;” 
“and he shall teach to others these things,” for, “and to others beside these.” 
71991 for 3221 5. &. “kingdom of Egypt” for, “king of the South,” “and he 
shall strenethen the kingdom of Egypt,” for, “and the King of the South shall 
be strong.” 6. “He shall bring them, and the King of Egypt shall enter the 
kingdom of the North to make treaties,” for, “they shall associate themselves 
and the daughter of the King of the South shall come to the King of the North to 
make (i. e. produce) agreements ;” “and his arm shall be paralyzed and of those 
who go with him, and shall not prevail, for his arm shall not establish strength 
and shall abide for a time,” for, “and she shall not retain the power of the arm, 
and he shall not stand, nor his arm, and she shall be given up and those who 
brought her and he that begat her and he that strengtheneth her, in the times.” 
7. “And the King of the North shall come to his power (army) in his might 
and shall make a tumult,” for, “and he shall come to his army and shall enter the 
fortress of the King of the North and shall do against them.” 8. “And their 
gods shall he overthrow with their molten images, and their crowds with their 
desirable vessels the silver and the gold, shall he lead into captivity to Egypt,” 
for, “and their gods also with their molten images, with their desirable, &c. 
(missing the fact in which it was fulfilled ; see ab. p. 373.) “and there shall be a 
year to the King of North,” for, “and he shall stand years more than the King 
of North.” 9. “And the King of Egypt shall enter a kingdom days,” for, “And 
he shall enter the kingdom of the King of the South and shall return to his 
land.” 10. “And his son, [i. e. the son of the King of the South, in both cases 
giving the victory to Egypt,] and shall be irritated and shall gather a gathering 
of a great multitude and shall enter with it sweeping, (So Syr. kataotpor for the 
kara Stpov of the Edd.) pass through and return and shall be exasperated 
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greatly,” for, “and his sons shall arouse themselves, and shall gather a multitude 
of many forces, and one coming shall come, and shall flood and pass through and 
return, &c. and they shall strive together even to his fortress.” 12. “and shall 
trouble many and shall not fear,’ for, “and shall cast down ten thousands and 
shall not be strong.” 18. “and shall gather a gathering of a city,” added: “in 
the completion of the time of a year,” for, “at the end of the times, years.” 
14. “Thoughts shall arise against the King of Egypt and he shall rebuild what is 
fallen of thy nation, and he shall arise to raise up the prophecy, and they shall 
stumble ;” for, “and in those times many shall stand against the King of the 
South, and the sons of the robbers of thy people shall lift themselves up to estab- 
lish a vision, and shall stumble’? 15. “and shall turn his spears,” for, “and 
shall cast up a mount,” “and take the [for “a”] strong city ; and the arms of the 
King of Egypt shall stand, with his princes, and he shall have no power to resist 
him,” for, “and the arms of the South shall noé stand, nor his chosen people, and 
there shall be no power to stand.” 16. “And he shall stand in the land,” omit- 
ting “of desire,” which marks it to be Judea; “and all things which are in his 
hand shall be accomplished,” for, “it shall be consumed by his hand.” 17. “and 
shall not persuade and shall not be,” for, “and she shall not stand and shall not 
be for him.’ 18. “and he shall turn his face to the sea and shall take many 
persons,” for, “to the tslwnds and shall take many ;” “and shall turn the anger 
of their reproach in an oath according to his reproach,” for, “and a ruler shall 
make to cease his reproach to him, beside that he shall turn back his reproach to 
him.” 20. “And there shall arise from his root, a plant of a kingdom for rising 
up, a man striking the glory of a king, and in the last days,” for, “in some days” 
(DANS for OTIS, as though it had been D°D%7 NNS3-) 21. “a king shall 
be strong in his fot,” for, “obtain the kingdom by flatteries.” 22. “and the arms 
which are broken, he shall break before him,” for, “And with the arms of a flood.” 
23. “And with the covenant and the people banded with him he shall do false- 
hood, and against a strong nation with a very small nation;” for, “And also a 
prince of covenant; and from the binding unto him he shall do treachery and 
shall go up and be strong with a small people.” 24. “Suddenly he shall desolate 
a city,” for, “in security and on the rich places of a province shall he enter;” 
“and against the strong city shall he devise, and his thoughts shall be in vain,” 
for, “and against fortresses shall he devise his devices, and even to the time.” 
26. “And his cares shall consume him, and they shall turn him away, and shall 
pass by and he shall hiss at, and many shall fall wounded,” for, “And they who 
eat of his royal meat [pathbag] shall break him, and his army shall overflow 
and many, &.” 30. “And Romans shall come and shall expel him, and shall 
rebuke him angrily,” [ Popilius] for, “And ships of Chittim shall come against 
him, and he shall be grieved and return and shall be wroth;” “and shall devise 
against them, because they have. forsaken the covenant of the Holy One,” for, 
“and shall observe those who forsake, &.” 31. “the holy place of fear,” for, 
“the sanctuary, the fortress.” 32. “And in sins of the covenant they shall defile 
in a hard nation and the people who knoweth these things,” (oN for yAN) &e. 
for, “And they who do wickedly against the covenant he shall corrupt with flat- 
teries, and the people who knoweth their God, &c.” 83. “and shall be worn 


away in it,” for, “and by the flame,” (dividing 727792) into 73-753) but neglect- 
ing the plur.) “and in foray of days they shall be defiled.” 34. “and shall be gath- 
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ered to them many in a city, and many as if appointed by lot,” for, “and there 
shall cleave many to them in flatteries.” 35. ‘And of those who understand, 
there shall think with view to purify themselves and to be elected,” &c. for, “And 
of those who understand, there shall stumble, to purify among them and to cleanse, 
&e.” 36. “for the end is toward him,” for, “for that which is determined shall 
_ be done.” 37. omits “nor regard any god.” 38. “and mighty nations shall be 
subjected to him, to his place he shall move,” for, “and the god of forces on his 
place he shall honor.” 39. “And in the objects of desire of cities he shall do, 
and toa strong fortress he shall come with a strange god, whom when he shall 
recognize, he shall multiply glory and shall lord it over him much, and shall 
partition country as a gift,” for, (88) “and with things desired; (89,) and he shall 
do to the fortresses of strong [places] with a strange god whom he shall acknowl- 
edge, shall enlarge it with glory, and he shall make them rule over many, and 
shall divide land for a price.” 40. “and shall come into the land of Egypt” for 
“into the lands, and shall overflow and pass over’’ 41. “And he shall invade 
My land,” for “the pleasant land.” 43. “the place of gold and the place of 
silver,” for, “the hidden treasures of gold and silver,’ rendering 0°393 as if 
pip: 45. “he shall place his tent there, (as if it were VOM and omitting 1]758;) 
between the seas and the mountain of the will (12% for °33) of the Holy One 
and the hour (A) for T)) of his end shall ae x 
xii. 1. “Michael, the great angel,” for, “prince;” “all the people shall be 
exalted who shall be found, &c.” for, “shall be delivered.” 2. “in the breadth,” 
[for, “the dust,” ] “of the earth shall arise, some to everlasting life, and some to 
reproach and some to dispersion and everlasting shame.” 3. “they who confirm 
my words,” for, “who turn many to righteousness.” 4. “until the many rave 
out their madness, arouaveow,” (“are mad” Syr.) “and the earth be filled with 
iniquity,” for, “many shall run to and fro, and knowledge shall be increased.” 
6. “when shall be the end of the wonders, which thou hast spoken to me, and the 
purifying of these?” added. 7. “I heard the man.” 8. “I understood not at 
that time,’ added. “and whose are these parables,” added. 10. “and rise to thy 
glory,” for, “stand in thy lot.” 


Note F. 


On the secular predictions which Dr. Stanley parallels in regard to exactness of fulfill- 
“ment with those of the Old Testament. 


Dr. Stanley produces a certain number of alleged predictions in secular history, 
as counterparts of “the predictions of the political events of their own and the 
surrounding nations” in the Hebrew prophets, i.e. (in religious language) “of 
God’s judgments upon both for their sins against Himself and their fellow-men.” 
He says, “every one knows instances, both in ancient and modern times, of pre- 
dictions which have been uttered and fulfilled in regard to events of this kind. 
Sometimes such predictions have been the result of political foresight. Many 
instances will occur to students of history. Even within our own memory the 
great catastrophe of the disruption of the United States of America was foretold, 
even with the exact date, several years beforehand. Sometimes there has been an 
anticipation of some future epoch in the pregnant sayings of eminent philoso- 
phers or poets; as, for example, the intimation of the discovery of America by 
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Seneca; or of Shakspere by Plato, or the Reformation by Dante. Sometimes 
the same result has been produced by the power of divination, granted, in some 
inexplicable manner, to ordinary men. Of such a kind were many of the ancient 
oracles, the fulfillment of which, according to Cicero, could not be denied without 
a perversion of all history. Such were the foreshadowing of the twelve centuries 
of Roman dominion by the legend of the apparition of the twelve vultures to 
Romulus, which was so understood 400 years before its actual accomplishment. 
Such, but with less certainty, was the traditional prediction of the conquest of 
Constantinople by the Mussulmans; the alleged predictions by ABp. Malachi, 
whether composed in the 11th or the 16th century, of the series of Popes down 
to the present time; not to speak of the well-known instances which are recorded 
both in*French and English history. But there are several points, which at once 
place the Prophetic predictions on a different level from any of these. Jt is not, 
that they are more exact in particulars of time and place; none can be more so than 
that of the twelve centuries of the Roman Empire; and our Lord Himself has 
excluded the precise knowledge of times and seasons from the widest and highest 
range of the prophetic vision.” (Jewish Church, pp. 463, 4. The Bible, its 
Form and Substance, pp. 80-82.) 

It might safely be admitted, that the outward prediction of time and place are 
of the body rather than of the soul of prophecy; yet as indications that He 
revealed Himself, Who Alone could know long before what He willed to bring to 
pass in His Providence, the predictions by the Hebrew prophets are not to be 
paralleled by any human history. 

Definite predictions of the Hebrew prophets have been instanced above. Dr. 
Stanley’s instances of secular fulfillment are unhappy. 

1) Sterling, as quoted by Mr. Spence, so far from predicting “the great catas- 
trophe of the disruption of the United States” at the end of the four years, says, 
that no wise man would predict anything even within those four years. “It 
appears to me, that amid so many elements of uncertainty as to the future, both 
from the excited state of men’s minds in the States themselves, and the complica- 
tion of surrounding circumstances, no wise man would venture to foretell the 
probable issue of American affairs during the next four years.” (On the Ameri- 
can Union, p. 14.) And this was written amid all the heavings, which preceded 
the bursting of the volcano. It followed, after statesmen had, one after another, 
seen the elements of that disruption. The probability of the severance of the 
North and South has been a speculation to which the older of us have been long 
familiar. And now [1864] who would venture to predict the time of the close 
of that sad war? Ed.i.] Now [1865] that it has come to an end, Americans 
taunt Europeans with their want of foresight in their anticipations as to its issue. 
The Times correspondent retorts as to false anticipations of Americans; 1) that 
the issue would not interfere with slavery; 2) that there would be “separation 
without bloodshed ;” 3) that the war would last only some 90 days; 4) that the 
United States would break up to fragments (Northern); 5) They contemplated 
that the interests of trade would suffice for the harmony of North and South 
when separated, &e. &c. (June 6, 1865). Europeans almost universally antici- 
pated the success of the South. So little did the human sagacity of men really 
sagacious, with intimate knowledge of the strength of the different parties, their 
numbers, resources, and all the calculations as to modern warfare, enable them to 
anticipate within half a year the result of a war, which, through the vivid 
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description of it and clear knowledge, was, as it were, carried on almost under 
their eyes. And then men would have us suppose, that Hebrew prophets living 
in the centre of a small people, could, with mere human knowledge, foretell with 
absolute certainty the overthrow of flourishing empires, when at the acmé of 
their power! See e. g. my Introduction to Nahum. ed. 2.] 

2) The so-called prophecies of S. Malachi have long been recognized to be a 
forgery, unmeaning except for the immediate purpose for which they were 
“forged by the partisans of the Card. Simoncelli, one of the candidates for the 
tiara, who was designated by the words ‘de antiquitate orbis,’ because he was of 
Orvietto, in Latin, ‘urbs vetus’”” (Biogr. univ. v. Wion.) “ Menestrier published 
‘a refutation of the pretended prophecies of S. Malachi,’ Paris, 1689, written with 
much solidity. Don Feijoo also refuted those pretended prophecies in his Teatro 
critico.” (Ib. vy. Malachie.) The Nouveau Dictionnaire Historique by MM. 
Chaudon and Delandine speaks of “the errors and anachronisms with which this 
impertinent list swarms.” “The forgetfulness of common sense makes itself felt 
in a few pages. Those who have set themselves to explain those too-noted 
insipidities, always find some allusion, forced or probable, in the country, name, 
arms, birth, talents of the Popes, the Cardinalate or dignities which they had 
borne; &c. e. g. the prophecy which related to Urban viii. was Lilium et Rose. 
‘It'was fulfilled to the letter, (say these absurd interpreters,) for that Pope had, 
in his coat of arms, bees, which suck lilies and roses!’” (art. Malachie and 
Wion.) 

3) “Inthe Mosque of Sultan Mohammed II.” says v. Hammer, “which was 
finished A. D. 874. (1469.) there stands, to the right of the main door, on a 
marble slab on azure field in gold raised characters the tradition of the prophet 
relating to Constantinople; ‘they will conquer Constantinople; and blessed the 
prince, blessed the army, which shall fulfill this ;’” (Constant. u. d. Bosporos, i. 
393,) or (as he renders more exactly in Gesch. d. Osm. Reich. p. 523.) “the best 
prince is he who conquers it, and the best army, his army.” This tradition being 
above 8 centuries after Mohammed, has, of course, no value. It reappears in a 
different form in Ockley, the conquest being presupposed rather than prophesied ; 
“Mahomet having said,” says Ockley, ‘The sins of the first army that takes the 
city of Cesar are forgiven.’” (Hist. of Sarac. ii, 128.) Ockley referring only 
vaguely to Bokhari, who, early in the 3d cent. after Mohammed, selected 7000 
traditions which he held to be genuine only of some 267,000, I applied to my 
friend M. Reinaud, Prof. of Arabic at Paris, and Member of the Institute, &c., 
not doubting that with his large knowledge, he would be able to point out to me 
the passage in the Sahih. This, with his well-known kindness, which I have 
before experienced, he has done, amid his many labors. It puts an end to all 
question about prophecy. The passage is this; “Omm-Heram has related to us 
that she heard the prophet say, the first army of my people which shall war by 
sea, will acquire merits (with God’) Omm-Heram said, ‘I said, o apostle of 
God, I will be among them. He said, ‘thou shalt be among them.’ Then the 
prophet said, ‘The first army of my people which shall attack the city of Cesar, 
their sins are forgiven them’ Then I said, ‘I will be with them, o Apostle off 
God’ He said, ‘no!’” M. Reinaud adds, “There is no question but that 
Mahomet conceived the idea of an invasion of the Roman empire and of the 
kingdom of Persia by his disciples. He himself, shortly before his death, tried 
his strength against the Roman forces in Syria. But the passage does not say 
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what Ockley makes him say. It does not say that Constantinople would be 
taken. J will only add that in the Sahih what relates to the Jews and Turks, 
consists of some puerilities, and that nothing there resembles a prophecy. The 
passages cited by M. de Hammer in his history of the Ottoman empire are 
somewhat singular. I regret that I have been unable to read them in the works 
themselves, from which M. de Hammer has derived them. I explain them thus. 
The Seljucide, and subsequently the Ottoman Turks, subdued successively the 
whole of Asia Minor, and presented themselves before Constantinople. After- 
ward the Ottomans invaded Thrace, and gradually the Greek empire found 
itself reduced to the Capital. It then became evident that, considering the 
political condition of Christian Europe, Constantinople would fall, like all the 
rest. Prophecies might be made without fear or failure. 

“Tbn Khaldoun has given a paragraph of his prolegomena to the prophetic 
character of Mahomet. As he flourished before the end of the 14th cent. and so, 
more than 60 years before the capture of Constantinople, his testimony would 
have had some value ; but he says not a word of it. (See his text in the Notices 
et Extraits, T. xvi. p. 160, and the French translation, Ib. xix. p. 205.)” 

[fhe Sahih having now been published by M. Krehl, M. Reinaud has kindly 
informed me that the original of the passage occurs in T. ii. p. 229. ed. 2.] 

The two prophecies given by v. Hammer in his Gesch. d. Osmann. Reiches, L. 
xii. T. i. 522, 3, are, the one that already cited, and which seems to be a false 
coloring of the tradition given in the Sahih ; the other is indeed remarkable, in 
that it is stated to rest on undoubted authority, but is a fanatic prophecy, misap- 
plied to the Ottoman capture. 

““Wave you heard of a city, of which one side is land, the two others sea?’ 
They said, ‘Yea, o Apostle of God.” He said, ‘The last hour will not come, 
without its being conquered by 70,000 sons of Isaac. When they come to it, they 
will not fight against it with weapons and engines of war, but with the word, 
‘There is no God but God, and God is great”. Then will one side of the sea-walls 
fall; and at the second time, the second; and at the third time, the wall on the 
land side; and they will enter in with gladness.’” The framer of this prophecy 
expected the walls of Constantinople to fall, like those of Jericho, which he must 
have had in his mind. He expected it to fall before Arabs, “sons of Isaac,” not 
before Turks. Von Hammer says of it, “Ali and Edris guarantee the genuine- 
ness of this tradition through the first accreditors of the Hadith. The false 
application of it to the Ottomans has misled some historians, as the old Neshri, 
to derive the Turks from Esau, the son of Isaac, which however Ali (f.'7.) con- 
tradicts as a shameful error.” (Ib. p. 668.) Yet, contrary to the expectation and 
the prophecy, it did fall before Turks, having been besieged seven times by the 
Arabs between A.D. 654 (Hejra 34.) and 798 (Hej. 182); and, between A. D. 
1396 (Hej. 797.) and A. D, 1422, (H. 826.) four times by the Turks, by whom it 
was taken A. D. 1453. (H. 857.) V. Hammer, Ib. p. 669. The Arabs-are, in part, 
sons of Isaac through Esau. The framers of the prediction anticipated that the 
representatives of the followers of the prophet would be Arabs to some indefinite 
period, “near the last hour;” he expected a miraculous destruction of Constanti- 
nople; it was besieged 7 times by those, before whose war-cry he expected it 
miraculously to fall. It did not fall before those before whom he said that it 
would fall; it fell in an ordinary way, not in that predicted; it was hesieged in 
the way in which he said that it would not be besieged; lastly it fell, but its walls 
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fell not. Every detail of the prediction is directly contrary to the fact. As for 
the mere capture, it befalls all great cities in turn; so that a prediction of the 
capture of any city “before the end of the world” would be the safest of all pro- 
phecies. But the prediction did not anticipate, what is now certain, that, as soon 
as Christian jealousies permit, “before the end of the world,” it will be wrested 
from its captors. 

4) The “legend of the apparition of the 12 vultures to Romulus,” is quoted by 
Censorinus (de Die Natali, c. 17. fin) A.D. 238, from Varro who died 28 B.C. 
Varro stated (Antiq. L. xviii.) that “he had heard Vettius, no common augur, of 
great genius, in disputing a match with any the most learned, say, ‘ If tt was so, as 
‘the historians related, as to the auguries of the founding of the city of Romulus 
and the 12 vultures, since the Roman people had passed 120 years safe, it would 
reach 1200.” <A conjectural inference from a hypothetical fact! “If it was so‘as 
they relate.” 1) The 12 vultures, if there were such, (and the vulture apparently 
was not then a bird of Italy) were to signify that people should be safe during a 
period of years, which was to be a decuple of their own number, and this, since 
the event had shewn it to be more than 10, was to be 100. But 2) there is 
nothing as to Roman dominion. Varro speaks not of dominion, but of “safety.” 
The vulture too is not a rayening, but a gentle bird, which preys only on car- 
cases. 3) Then, as to time, while it was held as certain that Rome was founded 
753 B. C., the extinction of the Western empire, A. D. 476, or 479, furnished a 
term, not much in excess of 1200 years from its supposed foundation. But now, 
when, by common consent, it is agreed, that the early traditions as to Rome are 
uncertain ; that it was doubtless never “founded” at all, but gradually “grew;” 
that, consequently, the era “ab Urbe condita,” “from the foundation of Rome,” is 
a convenient measure of time, but is itself a fiction; that, within this period, the 
240 years, assigned to its 7 supposed kings, are an artificial calculation, based on 
the supposition that 3 generations went to a century, whence 7 kings would yield 
2334 years, which were probably rounded into 240, as the double of the 120 years, 
assigned to the consuls down to the burning of the city by the Gauls (Mommsen 
d. Rém. Chronol. p. 133); it would be monstrous to speak of the 1200 years’ 
duration of “ Roman empire,” as the fulfillment of prophecy, since there is no 
certain date, within a century, from which to begin. Whatever may have been 
the anticipations of a decaying people, amid a false chronology, as seen in Sido- 
nius or Claudian, (who expected the destruction of Rome even before the 12 
centuries had expired), the conjectural interpretation was in no sense fulfilled; 
1200 years were not meant as any term of its duration. Since it had survived 
for 120 years, it was to survive 1200; but, on that same principle, if it survived 
the 1200, it might be inferred that it would survive 12000. There is no hint that 
it should perish then. Had it perished before, Vettius’ interpretation would have 
failed. But Vettius did not anticipate any change at the end of the 1200 years. 
Nor was there any real change as to Rome itself. The change of dynasty did not 
worsen, it improved the condition of the people: Rome is still “the eternal city.” 
Eyen as to empire, its throne still remained, set up in “ New Rome,” for nearly 
twice the 1200 years; and now too the empire of Rome is diffused over many 
millions more than its temporal sway ever held controlled. 

5) The one expression in Seneca’s words, which has suggested the thought that 
they were a prophetic anticipation of the discovery of America is the mention 
of “annis seris.” People forgetting, or not knowing, that the words are in the 
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mouth of supposed contemporaries of Medea (the Chorus), and are ascribed to the 
fabulous times of Greece, have projected on those “late years” from the date of 
Seneca. In this way, the “late ages,’ which really fitted in with the times of 
Seneca himself, were thought marvelously to correspond with the 14 centuries 
between Seneca and Columbus. Else, there is nothing remarkable in the words. 
They do but express Seneca’s belief of the old traditions about the land beyond 
the seas. Whatever be the source of the story which Plato ascribes to the 
Egyptian priests, and which he himself asserted to be “strange but .altogether 
true,” (Tim. p. 20. D.) the description does correspond to the situation of America, 
a large continent with intervening islands. _The words are; “the writings state, 
how great a might, coming aggressively against all Europe and Asia, invading 
from without from the Atlantic, your city checked. For at that time the sea 
there was navigable. For it had, before the mouth which ye call the pillars of 
Hercules, an island, larger than Africa and Asia together, from which there was 
access to the other islands, and from the islands to the whole opposite continent, 
which encircled that real ocean. For all this, which is within that mouth of 
which we speak, [the Mediterranean,] seems a harbor with a narrow entrance; 
but that may indeed be called ocean, and the land which encircleth it may, cor- 
rectly and in truth, be called a continent. And in this island Atlantis there 
was agreat and wondrous power of kings which held the whole island and many 
other islands and parts of the continent ; and moreover they ruled these interior 
parts of Africa, as far as Egypt, and Europe as far as Tyrrhenia.” (Ib. 24. E— 
25. B.). He further states that the island Atlantis, (not, the yet further encir- 
cling continent,) “was submerged, so that the ocean there was difficult to explore, 
on account of the shallowness and the mud left when the island settled down.” 
Strabo says, that the account of the submersion of Atlantis “admitted of not 
being a fiction,” and that it was thought probable by Posidonius (a Stoic as well 
as Seneca). li. p. 102. B.C. Proclus also adduced from Marcellus, in his A®thio- 
pica, traditions of the existence of a “most exceeding large island Atlantis which 
was indeed there,” among the inhabitants of an island, 128 miles in size, in the 
Atlantic. (on the Tim. p, 54. F.) Ammianus Marcellinus (xvii. 6. 13.) speaks of 
it, as not doubting of its truth; Diodorus alludes to it. (iii. 54.) Aristotle dis- 
tinetly held it to be probable, that there was such a continent and such islands. 
“The common account divides the world into continents and islands, not knowing 
that the whole is one island, encircled by the Atlantic. And it is probable that 
afar there are many others, in the parts opposite to these, some larger, some less; 
but all, save this, invisible to us. For as our islands are to these seas, so is this 
our continent to the Atlantic; and many other continents to the whole sea; for 
these too are in a way large islands, washed on all sides by some great seas.” (de 
Mundo ec. 3.) Plutarch relates that Sertorius met some sailors, who had recently 
come by sea from the Atlantic, the Fortunate islands, 10,000 stadia, [1250 miles] 
from Libya. (vit. Sertorii, c. 8.) In the immediate context in Seneca the Chorus 
is speaking of bold navigations. “ Every bound removed, and cities placed their 
walls in new lands. The Indian drinks the cold Araxes; the Persians the Elbe 
and the Rhine.” What marvel then, that he should imagine that Plato’s con- 
ception or tradition should be realized, and that the muddy sea, which must in 
his time have ceased to be believed, since Britain was laid open, yielding no 
hindrance, Plato’s vast encircling continent, his own “ingens tellus,” should be 
at length discovered? When the spherical form of the earth was known, as it 
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was in the days of Seneca, the existence of another Continent, corresponding to 
our’s, became even more probable, than that all should be one expanse of sea. It 
has been pointed out to me, that the Stoic philosophy, in other ways, carried 
men’s. minds beyond the Roman “world.” Horsley pointed out, in answer to 
Collins’ taunt in regard to these words of Seneca, that there is nothing definite in 
his description. Seneca says not, across what sea the discovery would be made. 
The anticipation is realized in Australasia, as much as in America; and the only 
definite statement, that “Thule should not be the utmost land,” if pressed, would 
be incorrect, “as it points precisely to that quarter of the globe where discovery 
has ever been at a stand, where the ocean, to this hour, opposes his eternal barrier 
of impervious unnavigable ice.” (Serm. 17 on 2 Pet. i. 20, 21.) The argument, 
however, is superfluous, for Seneca’s words relate only to an existing belief, that 
there was such a continent, and that this belief would prove true. It is not, like’ 
prophecies of Holy Scripture, a foreannouncement of events, whose causes lay 
hid in the mind of God. 

6) With regard to the heathen oracles, Cicero states the two sides in the two 
books on Divination ; in the first book, in their favor, in the name of his brother 
Quintus ; in the second in his own, as one uncertain. (de Div. ii. 3.) There he 
gives his opinion that the oracles of Apollo were “ partly false ; partly true by 
accident, as happens very often in all language; partly involved and obscure, 
partly ambiguous,” as those stated by Herodotus and Ennius to have been given 
to Creesus and Pyrrhus. (Ib. 56.) For myself, I see no evidence of any well- 
authenticated oracle, involving supernatural knowledge of the future. If Herod- 
otus’ story be true, that the Pythian answered right, as to what Croesus was at 
that moment doing, this related to the present not to the future, and is no more than 
mesmerists of this day claim. On the other hand, even according to the story, it 
alone of all the oracles was right thus far, so that Croesus pronounced it to be “the 
only oracle” (Herod. i. 48.) ; and it, with another oracle which he thought some- 
how to have spoken the truth, are related to have given him the well-known 
ambiguous answer about “destroying a mighty empire,” encouraging his wishes, 
but providing an escape from the charge of falsehood in case of his failure. (Ib. 
53.) And this in a prophecy as to the immediate future, and the issue of a war 
which they encouraged. 

7) [The “anticipation of Shakspere by Plato” amounts to this, that he makes 
Socrates compel his friends to admit, that “it belongs to the same man to know 
how to compose comedy and tragedy, and that he who is by skill a composer of 
tragedies is also a composer of comedies” (Sympos. fin.). How Socrates arrived _ 
at this result, Plato furnishes no hint. My friend, the Rey. J. Riddell suggests 
the maxim in the Phedo (97. D), that the knowledge of contraries is one and the 
same; that both are mimetic; that Homer unites what is comic with tragedy e. g. 
in the character of Thersites, and the exhibition of the gods, Odyss. viii. 266 sqq. 
and that Plato himself exhibits a talent kindred to it in the very dialogue, as in 
Alcibiades’ description of Socrates, and Plato’s own handling of Aristophanes. But 
it is mere confusion to speak of this as “anticipation.” Plato does not say that there 
would be any greater combination of the two talents than there had been: he does 
not even say that the highest excellence in the one would involve excellence in 
the other; he simply says that the two faculties belonged to the same mind. Ac- 
cording to his maxim, if true, it would rather be marvelous, that they were not 
more frequently combined, than that they were remarkably in one mind. ed. 2.] 
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[The passage of Plato was kindly pointed out to me by the Rev. J. H. Walker, 
of Harpford [Balliol] who informed me also that Coleridge had drawn attention 
to the fact, Remains ii. 12. Lect. on Shaksp.] 

8) Those best read in Dante are at a loss to find in him any trace of prediction 
of the Reformation. Dante, with his firm faith in all Roman doctrine, could not 
have imagined or anticipated such a disruption as Luther’s. I can find nothing 
which bears a semblance to it. 

Dean Stanley corrects an unimportant misprint or two in the second edition of 
his book, on the ground of the above statements. He does not even attempt to 
supply a passage from Dante, which should bear out his statement. I have looked 
through Dante in vain, to find one. Ed. 2. 

In denying that there is any proof as to these prophecies or the genuineness of 
that set attributed to ABp. Malachi, I do not, of course, deny Christian prophecy after 
the Apostolic age, such as I have myself pointed out, as having been vouchsafed 
to St. Cyprian, along the whole course of his Episcopate. (Pref. to S. Cyprian’s 
Epist. p. xxi. See also references to other prophecies, 8. Cypr. Ep. ix. pp. 27, 8, 
n.k.) Prophecy, in the Christian Church, is but a fulfillment of the prophecy of 
Joel, vouchsafed or intermitted, as well as the gift of miracles, as God sees best. 
In both cases, the whole question is one of evidence. 


Nore G, on pp. 92, 93. 
Connection of Hebrew and Greek words, indicative of early Commerce. 


The instances of early intervourse between Greece and Pheenicia, as evidenced 
by Hebrew names of articles connected with commerce, may be thus filled up. 
(I have added the places where they first happen to occur in Holy Scripture.) 

Vegetable productions. To 1) “cinnamon,” kevvdéuapor, Nap (Exod.,) (It came 
to Greece through Phenicia. Her. iii. 111.) 2) “myrrh,” pippa, VW (Ib.); 
3) “cassia,” Kacia, NYSP (Ps. xlv.), add 4) “cane,” Kavey, NAP (Ex.); 5) “frank- 
incense,” AéGavoc, 713139 (Ex.) (AcBavwrd¢ is probably from the Syriac form 
x93); 6) « hyssop,” toowmoc, AVN (Ex.); 7) “galbanum,” yaACarn, m329n 
(Ex.), Syr. 8V23 0. The Syr. 839n, “milk,” is used of compounds of gum- 
arabic, balsam, opium &c. See Cast. Lex. 8) “manna,” pdvva, jl) (Ex.); 9) 
“cummin,” xbjvov, $23 (Isaiah); 10) otvoc, }3 (Gen.); 11) Aqdon, vv, carried 
by Ishmaelite merchants to Egypt, (Gen. xxxvii. 25.) 12) MIP (Ex.) serra 
Diose, i. 12. 18) vdpdo¢ probably came through the Heb. 31 (Cant.), because in 
both the is substituted for the J of [“ the Sanskrit word nalada. Nalada occurs 
early as the name of an ointment. Of the two words quoted in Ges. neither 
narda, nor nartaka, in Sanskrit, mean “nard.’ Narda signifies ‘roaring, nartaka 
‘dancer. ‘There isa perfume called nartakt, the fem. of nartaka, ‘parfum de la 
danseuse”” Max Miiller.] But 14) éBevoc, D3, “planks of ebony,” (Ezek. 
xxvii. 13), the Greeks probably knew by the later commerce. 15) The shrub 
Kbrpoc, 192, (Cant.) and 16) the tree ovxduwvoc, TDPY, also belong probably to 
later times, though at Aristotle’s date the “sycamine” must have been for some 
time a common Grecian tree, to furnish a sort of proverb. (Rhet. iii. 11. 15.) 

Of other names, 1) BaAcayov is from a Hebrew word 0W3 (Cant.) (comp. in 
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Ex. too D¥3); but Tyre must have received it through Arabian merchants, for 
the / is interpolated in Arabic only, ba/sim or balasin; 2) vérwrov, “oil of bitter 
almonds,” (L. & Scott) seems only accidentally connected with 48} (Ex.) whence 
the proper name “ Netopha,” and the Ch. 85103, a) “drop,” b) “stacte.” 8) xpdkog 
isnot from Heb. 05> (Cant. iv. 14), which itself has no Semitic etymology. 
The uniform retention of the m in Heb. Arab. Ch. Syr. and Armenian also, and 
its absence in Greek, seems to imply that, if the Greek came from the Indian 
kunkuma, it came through some other channel. [“ Kunkuma is Sanskrit for saffron, 
but it has no etymology in Sanskrit either.’ Max Miiller.] 4) It is possible that 
the later Greek 4267 may be a softening of the Heb. DOMN. But if so, the 
Greeks may have learned the name later, on the spot. For Dioscorides (A.D. 
60), who first, I believe, mentions the “aloe,” speaks of it as “growing in Asia 
and Arabia, and in some maritime spots and islands (as Andros)” while “the 
most and richest grows in India, and from it the juice is imported” (iii. 25). 
But it is precarious to connect the Hebrew with the Indian name. Prof. Max 
Miiller tells me; “The ‘agallochum’ is called agurw or agarw in Sanskrit; it is 
mentioned as material for incense in the Ramayana; aguru means ‘not heavy,’ 
and as the incense is made out of the decayed roots of the tree (aquilaria 
agallocha), the Sanscrit name might seem applicable. Another name, however, 
of the Agallochum, in Sanskrit, is ‘an-Arya-ja’ ‘produced among non-Aryans,’ 
i. e. barbarians, and, I believe, the wood is chiefly brought from Cochin China 
and Siam. In that case, agurw may be only an approximation to some foreign 
word, and an attempt to give to that foreign word a meaning in Sanskrit.” With 
regard to Aghil, which Gesenius (Thes. p. 33) supposed to have been the common 
source of the Greek ayaéAAoyov and the Heb. pony, Prof. Miiller informs me, 
that it is a modern form, which Paul. 48. Bartholomeo in the passage quoted 
(Vyacarana p. 205) uses as the pronunciation of aguru. Prof. Miiller says that 
the r is retained also in Bengali (aguru and agora), Hindustani (aguru and agar), 
Canarese (aguru). “Even as late as the time of Alexander, aguru, not aghil, 
would have been the word used.” “Mr. Sanderson, an eminent Canarese scholar, 
says, ‘The only variation I have met with in Canarese, and that but once, is agilu, 
a mere tadblava,’ the name given to Sanscrit words, when pronounced according 
to the vulgar pronunciation.”” “Nor is haloha (which Ges. also quotes from 
Barth.) a Sanskrit name of aloe.” Max Miiller. The perfume occurs in Solomon’s 
time, DOAN Prov. vii. 17, MOMS Ps. xlv. 9. The tree, DOAN, is mentioned by 
Balaam, (Nu. xxiv. 6) and so may have belonged to his own country. Else it 
only occurs in what is evidently an ideal picture, mons, Cant. iv. 14. The Sans- 
krit etymology of DOAN is possible, the g passing into the h, and the r into 
the i. But there is as yet no adequate evidence for it. 

Mineral, “nitre,’ virpov, 1J)3- (Prov.) 

Dress, Bioooc, Y)3, a Syrian article of trade, Ez. xxvii. 16. Its etymology is 
Semitic, “white,” i.e. bleached. The older name in Hebrew, WY, is, in conform- 
ity to the history, Egyptian Hebraized. 

The following probably do not come through the Hebrew ; 

1) yitor, njva, N33; (Pent.) has a Semitic etymology, but only in A‘thiopic. 
(See Ges.) But it seems improbable that |D3, Syr. 81ND, Ar. {8A “linen,” 
should (as Ges. thinks) be derived from “covering,” and for these, with the Arab. 
Ip, ap, there is no Semitic etymology. 
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2) ofvdur is only accidentally connected with the Heb. "30, a “wide garment” 
(Judges). Sindhu (which Gesenius quotes,) “is not a name for fine linen in Sans- 
krit; o/vdwv, however, may have been a name given to some woven material ex- 
ported from India; for the old name for India was sindhw (‘the river’) or sapta- 
sindavah ‘the seven rivers” The history of this word is very complicated. The 
Egyptian name is shenti.” Max Miller. Between the Hebrew and Greek there 
are only the two radicals s and d in common; the final n in the Heb. Sadin being 
radical; in Greek, a termination only. 

3) Kdpracog came direct from the Sanskr. kdrpdsa, whence also it came doubt- 
less, through the Persian, to the author of the Book of Esther, 05.2 Esth. i. 6. 

4) gvxoc, “dye,” used for the cheeks by Grecian women, and 935, used in Heb. 
for the stibium, wherewith Eastern women dyed their eyelids, are not likely to 
have been derived one from the other, being used for different objects, and formed 
from different substances. They could not be articles of commerce. The Greek 
dye also, though not gained from the sea-weed, was obtained from a plant of the 
same name (Diose. iv. 100), probably as being like it. But 35 has no satisfactory 
Semitic etymology. The Arab 29 had apparently the meaning of “cracking, 
parting, detaching,” not “reducing to powder.” So also the Syr. 55, in the pas- 
sage quoted, Jud. v. 26, stands for the Heb. YM; in Jer. xxiii. 29 marg. it repre- 
sents Aquila’s rendering Y¥5°, “the hammer which breaketh m pieces the rock ;” 
335N7) in Is, xxvii. 9, represents P5931, of chalk-stones “crushed,” and (which 
is nearest) Prof. P. Smith tells me, that in the Geoponica 7, 30 there occurs 
NIDIDDIND NPN “earth broken small,” clods “crushed,” but only as an agricul- 
tural process. But this is very far from establishing that })5 signifies “ powder,” 
and that, the special powder, “stibium,” of which the paste was made. On the 
other hand, in regard to a Sanskrit root, which has been compared but abandoned, 
Prof. Max Miller informs me, “ Pinj is one of those many Sanskrit roots, which 
never occur in the actual language. I have never met with it asa verb. Sans- 
krit grammarians say, it means to ‘color’ If it ever existed, except in the 
imagination of grammarians, it was a dialectic form of pic, from which peca, ‘form, 
beauty,’ the Greek movk-ioc, ‘variegated, also Lat. pingo, which, however, is quite 
different from fingo. From the various employments of the root pic, and its 
derivatives, I should say that something like tattooing was the original meaning 
of the root.” pig certainly seems to me the most probable etymology; but the dye 
must have been in familiar use in the time of Job, one of whose daughters, 
31977 JP, had her name from it; Job xlii. 14. 

To the musical instruments, kevipa, 1133, (Gen.), vaGAa, 533 (2 Sam. Ps.), abase, 
Son (1 Kings), oau8ixy, 8230 (Dan.), [a Syriac invention,’ Juba in Ath. iv. p. 
175. d.] payadig (doubtless, as Hamaker suggested, from 43, contracted from 
D322) etym. {13), perhaps should be added réyuravov from nn (Gen. Ex.), whence 
Arab, ‘} Span. Adufe; the m replacing, as in other cases, the second p, which 
appears in the plural D'9), and being omitted in the form rimavoy, in order to 
connect the word with their own rérro., 


Precious stones, idomic, NDW', (Ex.); odrgecpoc, VDQ. (Ex.) 

The animal, tadpoc, being unquestionably WW, (in Pheenician, 6p Plut. Syll. c. 
17.) and «ap (13 Is.) being, according to Hesychius, an Ionic name for “sheep,” 
it seems to me probable that aierd¢ (Ion.) is ig. OY, a bird of prey (Gen.). The 
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Greeks may have transferred the generic name, which they may have learnt in 
Cyprus, to the eagle. The Greek etymology do is so utterly unsatisfactory. 


Kapnroc, 5D, (Gen.) does not belong here: as the later Greeks came to know it 
through war or Eastern travels. 

Of manufactured articles, beside apr, probably 3.1 (Num.), Aaumdc, adoc seems 
to be connected with 79; the mp replacing the pp of the Hebrew word, as in 
Syr. x99, Targ. 3999 ; but the imagined Pheen. word, 35D, seems to be an 
invention of Fiirst’s. 

2) xado¢ is identical with 13 (Jud.); but, in tHe absence of any Semitic ety- 
mology, 13 also probably came from the Sansk. ghada. 

3) KAwBéc, “birdcage,” 3353 (Jerem.), is probably Semitic. 

4) cdxxoc, pw. (Gen.) 

5) parbn, vdn, Jer. xliii. 9. 

As to commerce generally, appaB86v is a remarkable instance om a technical com- 
mercial term derived from the Pheenician; the corresponding Heb. ])31), 
“pledge,” (Gen.) having its well-known Semitic etymology. 

picyo, JOT, Ps. Such an operation might often occur in commerce. 

va, 11313, (1 Kings) was the only weight transferred early. 

. The connection of charuts, YIN, with ypboo¢c has this difficulty, that in 
Hebrew, Y). “dug,” (like our now familiar “diggings”) occurs only in poetic 
books from the time of David, Ps. Ixviii. 14, Proverbs (4 times) Zech. ix. 3, and 
the common (though in itself equally poetic) word “Yellow,” 371, is, with 
slightly varying pronunciations, the ordinary Semitic word for “gold.” Not only 
is it the word in the Pentateuch, but it furnished the name of a place, where gold 
was found, 397° Deut. i. 1. On the other hand, there is no Greek etymology 
for xptooc, and 1.1 may have furnished a Pheenician name for gold, “dug.” It 
is, however, conjecture only. 

The most remarkable correspondence, historically, is that of pilegesh and 
maAdag, originally “ maiden” (coll. IlaAAdc), then maidens exported as slaves, and 
then the concubine, who had an admitted position, subordinate to the wife, even 
in the time of the Patriarchs. The Greek name falls in with the piracies, which 
Herodotus ascribes to the earliest times of Greece. The Greeks must have sold 
to the Pheenicians the maidens so stolen; as the Phcenicians at a later time ex- 
ported Jewish captives. (On this, see on Joel, pp. 164, 5). Pilegesh or wpillegesh 
is manifestly a non-Semitic name. Gesenius’ only ground for hesitating to accept 
the Greek etymology, was that the Hebrew word occurred so early. 

Most of the above instances were collected by Gesenius above 50 years ago, in 
his Geschichte der Hebriiischen Sprache and Schrift, Leipz. 1815. Some he 
added in his Thesaurus. 


Norte H, on p. 371. 
Mustration of the amount of gold, employed by Nebuchadnezzar on his statue. 


Later rationalists have tacitly withdrawn the objection of the earlier, as to the 
amount of gold lavished by Nebuchadnezzar on his statue. Still it may have its 
interest to compare with the account of Daniel, one of an existing statue, as 
illustrative of the way in which the Eastern mind sought to produce religious 
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impression by the use of giant forms in their idols, and of lavish wealth. I am 
indebted for my knowledge of it to my friend Dr. Greenhill. 

The Marquis de Beauvoir thus describes the pagoda of Xetuphon. “1 Imagine 
yourself with us beneath a colonnade of teak-wood, and in an immense sanctuary, 
where the god is extended his full length; and this is no small matter, for he 
measured one hundred and fifty feet from the shoulder to the sole of his feet. 
This gigantic body, in masonry, is completely and entirely gilt. It lies on the 
right side: a gilded terrace, ornamented with sculptures, serves for his couch. 
His head, of which the summit is eighty feet above the ground, is supported by 
the right arm, which rests toward the entrance door. His left arm is extended 
along the thigh; his eyes are of silver, his lips pink enamel, and on his head is 
a crown of red gold. We look like Lilliputians around Gulliver, and if we try 
to climb up upon him, we disappear altogether in his nostrils; one of his nails 
is taller than any of us. We stood amazed before this Titanic work, of which 
the architect can only have been paid by the riches of a Cresus. This gigantic 
coating of the purest gold must be worth milliards; each sheet of metal (and 
there must have been thousands) is nearly two square feet in size, and weighs, 
they tell us, 450 ounces of gold... . . . . . . . IT cannot describe to you the 
majesty of this ae where the divinity overwhelms us with his size and 
his gold.” 

Another ‘Bouddha, in the royal Pagoda, of ordinary dimensions, “?is of massive 
gold: its head is of a single emerald, delicately cut and of a marvelous lustre, 
surmounted with a helmet of sapphire and opal. The English Consul is said to 
have offered for it a million in the name of his government.? The annals of the 
kingdom speak of its discovery 7 or 8 centuries ago.” 


Addition to the note on the title Sagan, p. 465. 


The word {3D (in the plur. only) is used, with nin) preceding, of Assyrian 
captains, Ezek. xxiii. 6, 12, 23; of Babylonian, Jer. li. 23, 28, 57; and alone, 
probably of Babylonians, Is. xli. 25. It was, probably, a Babylonian word, since 
Berosus (whose account of the Chaldwan story of the flood has been shewn to be 
accurate, as far as it goes, comp. G. Syncellus Chronogr. p. 30 sqq. Eus. Chron. 
Arm, i. 81 sqq. or Berosus pp. 56 sqq. ed. Richter, with Transactions of Soc. of 
Bibl. Archeol. iii. p. 580 sqq.) apparently used it of a Babylonian play-king. 
“ Berosus,” we are told, “in the first of his Babylonica, says that in the xvith. 
month, Lous, there is held in Babylon for five days a feast called Sakea, in which 
[days] it is the custom that the masters should be ruled by the servants, and that 
one of these should lead the house, clad in apparel like that of royalty, who also 
is called Cwydvyc.”” (Ath. xiv. 24. p. 639. C.) After the captivity, in Ezra and 
Nehemiah, the title is given to nobles in Israel. In Ezr. ix. 2. it follows on 
Dw; in Neh. ii. 16, iv. 8,18, v.7, vii. 5, upon ON; in Neh. vy. Lis xii. 40, 
xiii. 1, it stands as a generic name, alone. 

As regards the modern Persian shihneh (TAMW) Fliigel says that “it is some- 
what suspicious even there, on account of the non-Persian 11; the etymologies, 


1 Voyage autour du monde. Vol. 2, e. 10, pp. 281, 282. translated in “A week in the 
kingdom of Siam,” p. 244. , 

2 Voyage, p. 310. 

’ This statement is inserted only as expressing the Marquis’ idea of its value. 
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which may be set up for [10 in old Persian have but little probability.” (in 
Delitzsch on Is. xli. 25). In Arabic, Ibn Barree says that the vulgar use of MANY, 
as ‘YDS, “commander,” is a mistake, “being used apparently only in post- 
classical times.” Lane p. 1514. sub vy. In the Targg. it occurs only in the one 
idiom, 8°33 ]40 (in stat. constr.) for the Heb. T3IWDM {13,2 Kgs. xxiii. 4. 
Jer. lii. 24. Levy Chald. Worterb. sub v.); and so, in its wider sense, seems to be 
a word, which Daniel in his Chaldee had in common with Biblical Hebrew, but 


which was so far lost in the Targg. It is not retained in Jonathan for the 
Heb, {40- 


PRAISE BE TO GOD. 
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and Writers of the Past and Present. ‘‘ The cream of all well condensed.” 
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Exceedingly helpful to all Stndents of the Bible. 2 Vols. Royal 8vo, cloth, 
price each, $5.00; sheep, $6.00; half morocco, $7.50; full morocco, gilt, $10.00. 
Howard Crosby, D.D.: “The oldest and latest writers are equally brought into requisi- 
tion and always with the discriminating taste of a Sone. : “i chase 
en Ludlow, D.D.: ‘1 find it to be a condensation of several shelves of my 
library. 
John Hally D.D.: “Tt willbe asubstantial contribution jto the ever- ing li 
of illustrations of the New Testament.” f ee 


Cuinp’s Guipr To Heaven; 
or, Stories for Children. By Rev. E, P. Hammonp. Price in paper, 10 cents; 
leatherette, 25 cents. 


CHRISTIANITY TRIUMPHANT. 
By Joun P. NEwman, D.D. 12mo, paper, 15 cents; cloth, 75 cents. 


CoMMENTARY ON THE CatTHonic EPIsTuzs. 
By Joun T. DEMAREST, D.D. A thorough work. 8vo, 650 pp., $2.00. 


CoMMENTARY ON Exopus. 
A Critical and Exegetical Commentary, with a new translation by James G. 
Mourpry, D.D. New Unabridged Edition, with Preface and Notes by John 
Hall, D.D. 2vols., paper, 233 pp., $1.00; 1 vol., cloth, $1.50. 


CoMMENTARY ON LUKE, 
with Critical and Homiletical Notes. By W. H. Van DoREN, D.D. Edited by 
Prof. James Kernahan, London. 4 vols., paper, 1,104 pp. (Standard Series, 
octavo, Nos. 54-57), $3.00; 2 vols., 8vo, cloth, $3.75. 


CoMMENTARY ON THE NEw TESTAMENT, 
See Mreyer’s Commentaries. 
See also BuTLER’s ‘‘ Bible Work.’’ 


Commentartes oN Luxn, JoHN AND Romans. 
See Goprt’s Commentaries. 


CoMPANION TO THE REVISED New TESTAMENT. 
Explaining the reason for the changes made in the Authorized Version. By 
ALEX. ROBERTS, D.D., member of the English Revision Committee, with Sup- 
plement by a member of the American Committee. Authorized Edilion. 8Vvo, 
117 pp., paper, 25 cents; 16mo, 213 pp., cloth, 75 cents. 


CoMPANION TO THE RuEviseD NEw T'esTAMENT. 
Contributions to a New Revision; or, a Critical Companion to the New Testa- 
ment. By Roperr Youne, D.D., LL.D. 12mo, 392 pp., cloth, 75 cents. 


CoMPEND oF BAPTisM. 
The cream of the literature on the Baptism Controversy. Its aim is, by brief 
but exhaustive exegesis, to elucidate and establish the fact clearly that affusion 
is at least as classical and scriptural a mode of Baptism as immersion, and 
that infants are entitled to it as tneir biblical right. By WiuLIAM HAMILTON, 
D.D. 12mo, 390 pp., cloth, price, 75 cents. 


ComMPLETE PREACHER. 
A Sermonic Magazine. Containing about one hundred sermons in full, by 
many of the greatest preachers in this and other countries in the various, 
denominations, 3 vol., 8vo, cloth, each $1.50; the set, $4.00. 


CONVERSION OF CHILDREN. 
Can it be Effected? How Young? Will they Remain Steadfast? What means 
to be Used? When to be Received and how Trained in the Church? By REv. 
E. P. Hammonn, the Children’s Evangelist. Should be studied by all lovers 
and teachers of children. Paper, 30 cents; cloth, 75 cents. 


CYCLOPEDIA OF QUOTATIONS. 
The Cyclopedia of Practical Quotations, English and Latin, with an Appendix, 
containing Proverbs from the Latin and Modern Languages: Law and 
Ecclesiastical Terms and Significations; Names, Dates and Nationality of 
Quoted Authors, etc., with Copious Indices. Contains 17,000 classified quota- 
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tions and 50,000 lines of Concordance. By J. K. Hoyt and ANNAL Warp. 
Royal 8vo, 900 pp., cloth, $5.00; sheep, $6.50; half mor., $8.00; full mor., 
$10.00. 
The Only Standard Book of Quotations. Invaluable to Siuiesman, Lawyer, Editor, 
Public Speaker, Teacher or General Reader, 

‘Tt will be a help and a pleasure to many.”—Voah Porter, D.D., LL.D., Pres. Yale 
College. ; 

“ The best book of quotations which I have seen.”—Hon. Samuel J. Randall, Wash- 
ington. : - 

“It is the most complete and best work of the kind with which I am acquainted.”— 
Geo. F. Edmunds, U.S. Senator. ; 

‘- The completeness of its indices is simply astonishing.”—Hon. Abram S. Hewitt. 

« A most serviceable companion.”—George W. Curtis. 

“ The most complete and accurate book of the kind.”—Gen. Stewart L. Woodford 

“ A work that should be in every library.””—Maj.-Gen. Geo. B. McClellan. 

“ Can hardly failto be a very successful and favorite yolume.”--Henry W. Long- 
fellow. 

“ Its variety and fullness and the completeness of its index givesit rare valueto the 
scholar.” — Wendell Phillips. 

Dancr or Moprern Socrery. 
By Witi1am CLEAVER WILKINSON. Revised Hdition. A work that will prove 
invaluable to pastors who are called to deal with this subject. The question 
of amusements is a perplexing one to ministers. They will hail a vigorous, 
thorough, and courageous treatment of the question. Cloth, 60 cents. 

Harper's Magazine: ‘*The most pungent attack on the modern dance we haye ever 
read.” 

Baptist Quarterty: “If there is in our language any better discussion of the subject, 
we should be glad to have it pointed out. ’ 

Drrms Birrupay Boor. 
Selections from the Writings of Rrv. CHartzes F. Drrms, D.D., LL.D., Pastor 
of the Church of Strangers, New York. Arranged by SanaAw KEABLES HUNT. 
With a fine portrait of Dr. Deems. Cloth, $1.00; gilt edges, $1.25. 

Diary or A MrinistER’s Wire. 
By ALMEDIA M. Brown. (Complete Edition.) 8vo, paper, 30 cents; cloth, 
handsomely bound, $1.50. 

DrivorcE QuEsTIon, THE 
By Rev. Samurn W. DikE. 12mo, cloth, $1.25. 

The author is admitted by eminent judges to be the best qualified person in the 
country to discuss this great problem; and he does it in this work with great thorough- 
ness and ability, in the light of 1ts facts, causes and tendencies, and with special refer- 
ence to its relation tothe Family. Itisatimely and powerful book. (In press.) 
Draizt Boox mn Vocan CunTruRE AND GESTURE. 

By Pror. Epwarp P. Tawine. (Sixth Edition.) 12mo, paper. 115 pp., 25 cents. 
Earty Days or CHRISTIANITY. 
By Canon Farrar, D.))., F.R.S. This standard work needs no commendation. 
Printed from imported plates without abridgment. Paper and press-work 
excellent. Substantially bound in brown or green cloth. Authorized Edition. 
8vo, cloth, 75 cents; paper, 40 cents. 
Eastern Proverss AND EMBLEMS, 


Mlustrating Old Truths. Selected from over 1,000 volumes, some very rare, 
and to be consulted only in libraries in India, Russia, and other parts of the 
Continent, or in the British Museum. All are classified undersubjects This 
book is a rich storehouse of emblems and proverbs. By Rey. A. Lone, mem- 
ber of the Bengal Asiatic Society. S8vo, 280 pp., cloth, $1.00. 
EscHaTonoey. 

The Theocratic Kingdom of our Lord Jesus the Christ, as covenanted in the 
Old, and presented in the New Testament. By Rev. G.N. H. Perrrs, A.M. 


An exhaustive work on Eschatology from the pre-millenarian standpoint. In 
3 large vols., 8vo, cloth, $3.00 each. 
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From Guoom To GLADNESS. 
Illustrations of Life from the Biography of Esther. By Josrpu 8. Van DYEE, 
DD. A companion book to ‘Through the Prison to the Throne.” Rich in 
suggestive and practical thoughts. 16mo, 254 pp., cloth, $1.00. 


GatTHERED Lames. 
Showing how Jesus ‘‘ the Good Shepherd ” laid down His life for us, and how 
many little Lambs have been gathered into His fold. By Rv. EDWARD PAYSON 
Hammond. 12mo,176pp., paper, 10 cents; cloth, 40 cents. 


Gems oF ILLUSTRATION. 
From the writings of Dk. Toomas GuTHRIE, classified and arranged. A valu- 
ee 7 clergymen and all publicteachers, Second Edition. 8vo,196pp., 
cloth, $1.50. 


GILEAD; : 
or, the Vision of All Souls’ Hospital. An Allegory. By Rev. J. Hyarr Surru. 
Revised Edition. 12mo, cloth, 350 pp., $1.00. 


GosPrL or Marx. 
From the Teacher’s Edition of the Revised New Testament, with Harmony of 
the Gospels, List of Lessons, Maps, etc. Paper, 15 cents; cloth, 50 cents. 


Govetr’s CoMMENTARIES. 
A Commentary on the Gospel of St. Luke. By F. Goprt, Doctor and Professor 
of Theology, Neufchatel. Translated from the Second French Edition. With 
Preface and Notes by John Hall, D.D. 1 vol., 8vo,cloth, $2.50. 


On THE EPISTLE TO THE ROMANS. 
Translated from the French by Rev. A. Custn, M.A., Edinburgh. The Trans- 
lation Revised and Edited, with an Introduction and Appendix, by Talbot W. 
Chambers, D.D. 1 vol, 8vo, 544 pp., cloth, $3.00, 


On St. Joun’s GospEL. 
A new edition of this great work now in preparation by its author. 

Says Prof. Timothy Dwight, after examining Vol. I. of the revised yolume Prof. 
Godet has forwarded to us: ‘‘It is so greatly revised as to be almost a wholly new 
work.” We have the consent of Prof. Godet to have the work translated and issued in 
America, and have arranged with Prof. Dwight of Yale College to translate the work, 
and to add such notes as he may deem of importance to American students. Prof. 
Godet has a world-wide reputation as a commentator. In 2 large 8vo, vols. The 2d vol. 
will not be ready until 1886. ‘ 

“T consider Godet a man of soundest learning and purest orthodoxy.”—Howarp 
Crossy, D.D 

“TI consider Godet an admirable commentator for clearness and suggestiveness.”— 
Wm. M. Tayior, D.D. 

“ Godet’s Commentaries combine the critical and thespiritual, perhaps more effectu- 
ally than any other with which I am acquainted.”—Lyman Axssor?, D.D., Editor 
Christian Union. 

HaRvEST AND THE REAPER. 
(Labors of E.P. Hammond.) By Rev. P.C. Heapuny. Large 12mo, $1.50. 


Henry Warp BEECHER. 
A Sketch of his Career, with analysis of his power as a Preacher, Lecturer, 
Orator, and Journalist, and incidents and reminiscences of his Life. By Lyman 
ApBort, D.D. Finely illustrated, 8vo, 600 pp., cloth, $3.00; sheep, $4.50; half 
morocco, $6.00; full morocco, gilt, $7.00; memorial copy, extra fine, $10.00. 


Herors AND Ho.ipays. 
Talks and Stories about Heroes and Holidays. Short illustrated lectures to 
Boys and Girls by twenty-one preachers in United States and Great Britain. 
Edited by Rev. W. &. Crarrs. 12mo, 265 pp., cloth, $1.25. 


Hinpvu PumosopHy Popunarty ExPpouNDED; 
or, The Six Orthodox Systems of Hindu Philosophy. By Ram CHANDRA 
Bosr. No work exists which presents so complete a view of each of these 
systems, through the medium of extracts from the standard translations of 
the original authors made by Jearned men, in and out of India. It cannot fail 
to be of eminent use to scholars, and especially to ministers and missionaries, 
anxious to understand Hinduism. 12mo, cloth, $1.50. 
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History or Eneruisn Brsrz TRANSLATION. 
Revised and Brought down to the Present Time by THomas J. Conant, D.D., 
Member of the Old Testament Revision Committee. A Complete History of 
Bible Revision from the Wickliffe Bible to the Revised Version. 2 vols., paper, 
8vo, 284 pp., 50 cents; 1 vol., Svo, cloth, $1.00. 

History oF THE Cross, 
By J. M.Sarrwoop, D.D. Large 8vo, 525 pp., on Heavy Paper (Second Edition). 
Price, $2.00. , 

“ Dr, Sherwood has an intense sympathy with the Person and the Redemption Work 
of Christ, and that Work in its broadest relations in histheme. He has, moreover, 
carefully studied the existing hindrances of every sort to the progress of that work, and 
exposes them with incisive directness and force. In his exhibition, both of the positive 
forms of vital truth and of the obstacles which to-day stand in the way of its effective 
presentation, there are many weighty and helpful suggestions by which the studies of 
thoughtful ministers and laymen may be enriched.”—J. G. Butler, D.D., author oF 
Butler’s Bible Work. 

“ Agan artist, a scientist, a moralist, a historian as wellas a theologian, Dr. Sherwood 
has treated his subject with admirable skill. His train of thought is as clear as a sun- 
beam, and, like a ray of sunshine, it illuminates everything that comes within its 
range.”—Dr. Holme in Homiletic Monthly. 

“« We thank God that so able and profound a work, conceived upon definite orthodox 
lines, and aiming at the exaltation of our Lord Jesus Christ, has appeared in these last 
days,”—Hpiscopal Recorder. : 

‘We consider it, as a whole, worthy of a high place in the religious literature of our 
times. Itwillbe read with profit, not only by the living generation, but by many that 
are to come after.”— New York Evangelist. fe. 

«JT read the book by sections, and'am more and more interested in it. It is sound, 
spiritual and stimulating. I know books that are very pious and very stupid; but in 
this I find the clearest faith and hope of the believer set before him in fresh and inspir- 
ing phases; Igetfromit themes for sermons and quickenirgfor devotion. I would 
_ like to have every student for the ministry read, mark, learn, and inwardly digest the 
‘ History ofthe Cross.’ ’—Arthur T. Pierson, D.D., Philadelphia. 

Hisrorrcat Liexuts; 
or, Six thousand extracts from Standard Histories, and Biographies, illustrat- 
ing twenty thousand topics; especially arranged for Ministers, Lecturers, 
Public Speakers, Editors, Lawyers and all who have occasion to use illustra- 
tions drawn from Historical Literature. Compiled by Rey. CHaRLEs E. LITTLE 
. author of ‘‘ Biblical Lights and Side Lights.” Svo,ahout 900 pp., $5.00. : 
History oF ENGLAND. 
A Popular History of Society and Government in England from the Earliest 
period to the Present Times. By CHarues KniaHt. Tables of Contents, In- 
dex, Appendix, Notes and Letterpress unabridged. 8 vols., 4to, paper, 1,370 
pp., $2.80; 2 vols., 4to, cloth, $3.75; 4 vols., $4.40; 1 vol., sheep, $4.00: 2 vols., 
$5.00; L vol., Fr.1m. morocco, $4.50; 2 vols., $25.50. The most complete and 


desirable History of England ever written. The former pri i i 
was $18.00 to $25.00. DE 


Hlome Anrar. 
An Appeal in Behalfof Family Worship. With Prayers and Hymns for Family 


Use. By Rev. CHARLES F’, DeEms, LL.D., Pastor of the Church. - 
ers. Third Edition. 12mo, cloth, 75 cents. sabes dake 


Hony Brsrn, 


containing the Old and New Testaments, Cruden’s Concordance; the Psalms 
in Meter; a Bible Dictionary fully illustrated; a Pictorial History of each of 
the Books of the Bible; Biographical Sketches of the Translators and Reform- 
ers; the Lives and Martyrdom of the Apostles and Eyangelists; Egyptian 
Jewish and Biblical Antiquities; Cities of the Bible, with descriptive Scones 
and Events in Palestine; Biblical Scenery, Manners and Customs of the 
Ancients; Natural History, Religious Denominations, Science and Revelation: 
Temple of Solomon; History of Jewish Worship, etc., etc. Profusely illus- 
trated, elegantly bound. Royal 4to, 1,668 pp. American morocco, raised 
panel, gilt back, $9.00; fine French morocco, antique panel, full gilt, $11.00; 
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fine German morocco, massive panel, full gilt, $13.50; i 
morocco, elegant panel, full gilt, $16.50. # ‘ Pek ees! 
HoMILeErics. : 


A Standard Work, invaluable to Clergymen. By Jamzs M. Hoppin, D.D., Pro- 
fessor in Yale College. New Edition. 8vo, 809pp., cloth, $3.00. 


Homeric Encyctopepra or Innustrations mv TeEotocy anp Moras. 
Selected and arranged by Rev. R.A. BERTRAM. One of our best selling books. 
Royal 8vo, cloth, 892 pp., $2.50; sheep, $3.50; half morocco, $4.50. 


Homi1isT. 
By Davip Tuomas, D.D., author of ‘‘ The Practical Philosopher,” ‘‘ The Philos- 
ophy of Happiness,” etc. 12mo, clotu, 368 pp., $1.25. 


Homitetic Revirw. 
A Monthly Magazine of Religious Thought, Sermonic Literature, and Dis- 
cussion of Practical Issues. I. K. Funk, D.D., Editor. Royal 8vo, 96 pp. 
Subscription price $3.00 per year; single numbers 30 cents. Bound vols. III, 
Iv., V., VI., VI., each, cloth, 724 pp., $3.00. Vol. VIII., 924 pp., $3.50. 


How to Ensoy Lirs. 
Clergymen’s and Students’ Healih; or, Physical and Mental Hygiene, the 
True Way to Enjoy Life. By W1LLIAM Mason CorRNELL, M.D. LL.D., Member 
“3 os American Medical Association. (Fifth Edition.) 12mo, cloth, 360 pp., 


Hymns For ALL CHRISTIANS. 
Compiled by CHARLEs F. DrEmMs, D.D. LL.D., and PHEBE Cary. (Fifth Edition.) 
12mo, cloth, 75 cents. 


How to Pay Cuurco Depts, 
And How to Keep Churches out of Debt. By Rrv. SyivanusSratn. 12mo, 
cloth, 280 pp., $1.50. 


Inner Lire oF Curis. 
By JoserH PARKER, D.D., London, (1) These Sayings of Mine. Sermons on 
Matthew’s Gospel, Chaps. I-VII. With Introduction by Dr. Deems. (2) 
Servant of All Sermons on Matthew’s Gospel, Chaps. VIII-XV. A sequel to 
the above volume. (3) Things Concerning Himself. Sermons on Matthew’s 
cope Chaps. XVLXVII. A sequel to the above volumes. 8vo, cloth, $1.50 
each. 


Letters FRoM HELL. 
With Introduction by Dr. GEORGE MACDONALD. 12mo, paper, 25 cents; cloth, 
$1.00. 

This work has excited intense interest inGermany. It is of the class of ‘‘ Gates Ajar,” 
and ‘* Within the Gates,” by Miss Phelps, though on the opposite theme. Dr. Mac- 
Donald speaks of it in very strong terms. 

Lrrary oF Retictous Portry. 
A Collection of the Best Poems of all Ages and Tongues, with Biographical and 
Literary Notes. Edited by Puinie ScHarr, D.D., LL.D., and ARTHUR GILMAN, 
M.A. With Illustrations. New Edition. Superbly bound. Royal 8vo, $5.00. 


A magnificent book, in which are gathered the finest lyrical productions of the ages. 


Litre Basste. 
By Rrv. Gno. H.SmyruHe. Cloth, 60 cents. 


LovtHarr. 
By Rr. Hon. B. Disrazzi, Earl of Beaconsfield. 2 vols., paper, 256 pp., 50 
cents; 1 vol., 8vo, cloth, $1.00. 


Lupiow’s ConcentTRIc CHart oF History. 
Giving at a Glance the Separate and Contemporaneous History of each 
Ceutury, ancient and modern. Invented and Compiled by James M. LuDiow, 
D.D. Price, $2.00. 


“ admirable in design, skillful in execution, accurate in detail.’—R. S. Storrs, D.D, 

Sous wary: ingenious and valuable device for bringing historical events together in their 
proper relations of time and of cause and effect.”—Dawid Cochran, LL.D., Pres. Poly- 
Vani Institute, Brooklyn. 

“Tt holds an ocean of fact in a thimble-full of space.”—Jesse B. Thomas, D.D. | 

“ A work of great ingenuity and labor.”—Prof. Francis Brown, Union Theo. Seminary. 

*: Helpful above everything else of the kind.”—Prof. 8. S. Orris, Ph. D., Princeton. 

“A very convenient aid to the study of history.”—Prof. W. G. T. Shedd, D.D. 
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‘A marvel of ingenuity and condensation; exceedingly handy and useful.’—Prof. 
Roswell D. Hitchcock, D.D. 


* The chart contains an enormous mass of information compressed within narrow 
limits, and arranged in so orderly and systematic a way as to be readily accessible. The 
concentric chart is a most admirable labor-saving contrivance for easy reference.—New 
York Tribune. 

Memorrs or Rev. Davin BrarInerD. 
Edited by J. M. SHrrwoop, D.D. With Notes and Introduction on the ‘‘Life 
and Character of Brainerd *? by the Eprror, and an essay on ‘‘God’s Hand in 
Missions’’ by A. T. Prerson, D.D. New and complete edition on the basis of 
Sereno E. Dwight’s (1822). 12mo, LXXX., 354 pp., $1.50. 

“This new edition of one of our religious classics is as timely as it is excellent. The 
notes and introduction by Dr. Sherwood, and the essay of Dr. Pierson, greatly increase 
its interest and value. I have already urged every member of the class to which I 
lecture on missions, to buy it,and were it in my power I would put a copy into the 
hands of every theological student in the land. Few booksin our language are so well 
fitted to inflame the hearts of Christian young men with the zeal for God.”—George L. 
Prentiss, D.D., Union Theol. Seminary, New York. 

*T am delighted with your new edition of ‘“ Brainerd’s Memoirs.” It is so well 
printed from clearest of clear cut type that thousands will welcome it. With the lives 
of Harlan Page and Mary Lyon, this must take not less than equal rank as a standard 
among our biographies of eminent Americans. There have been so many inquiries 
after the ‘Sereno E. Dwight edition’ that Iam rejoiced that you have now made this 
life of Brainerd accessible to all. Its fullness, its excellent typography, Dr. Pierson’s 
thrilling prelude on God’s Hand in Missions, and the excellent preface and judicious 
notes added by Dr. Sherwood constitute thisarich sheaf added to the best of our 
granary of Christian literature.”—Prof. Selden J. Coffin, Lafayette College. 


Manvat cF REVIVALS, 
Practical Hints and Suggestions from Histories of Revivals, and Biographies 
of Revivalists, with Themes for the use of Pastors, including Texts, Subjects, 
and Outlines of the Sermons of many distinguished Evangelists. By G. W. 
HeRvEY. 12mo, cloth, $1.25. 

METROPOLITAN PULPIT. 
Containing Condensations of Leading Sermons, and much other Homiletic 
matter. Vol. I. Royal 8vo, cloth, 206 pp., $1.50. Vol. II., cloth, enlarged. 
(Metropolitan Pulpit and Homiletic Monthly.) Royal 8vo, 388pp ,$2.75. Per 
set, Vols. I, and IT., $4.00. 

Meryer’s COMMENTARIES. 


An American Edition of these valuable, critical and exegetical commentaries 
by Hervrgicu A. W. Meyer with preface, notes and introduction, by several 
eminent American scholars. 


Romans, edited by Timothy Dwight, LL.D., of Yale. 
I. anp II. Cormnrurans, edited by Talbot W. Chambers, D.D., New York. 
Sr. JoHN, edited by Prof. A. C, Kendrick, D.D., Rochester. 
Sr. MarruHew, edited by Geo. R. Crooks, D.D., Drew Seminary. 
MARxk AND LukE, edited by M. B. Riddle, D.D. 
GALATIANS, EPHESIANS AND PHILEMON, edited by Prof. Henry E. Jacobs, D.D, 
AcTS OF THE APosTLES, edited by William Ormiston, D.D. 
Large 8yo, uniform in style, cloth, $3.00 each. 


Meyer’s series of Great Commentaries on the New Testament are in the front rank of 
scholarly Biblical works. 


“This is a very learned Commentary.”’—C. H. Spurgeon. 

“ Prince of Exegetes.”—7. W. Chambers. 

“Of immense yalue.”,—Thomas Armitage, D.D. 

“ Always helpful.”—J/. 7, Duryea, D.D. 

‘“* Useful for its large learning, wise judgment, and conciseness.”— Arthur Brooks, D.D. 


This series of publications deserves the highest praise, and cannot failto reward the 
enterprising publishers.”—Bibliotheca Sacra. 


PUBLICATIONS OF FUNK & WAGNALLS, NEW YORK. 9 


‘My Sr. Joun.” 


A remarkable pastoral experience by James M. Lupnow, D.D. “A most 
pathetic and interesting story, which has brought tears from many eyes.” 
32mo, 10 cents; 50 copies, $3.50; 100, $6.00. 


New Licur on Mormonism. 
A brief and succinct History of this Stupendous Delusion. By ELuEn E. 
He praia With Introduction by the late THURLOW WEED. 12mo, cloth, 
This will be found to be a book of remarkable interest and power. It gives a vivid 
and trustworthy account of the origin and early history of Mormonism, and sketches 
the career of Joe Smith, Rigdon and other noted actors, and brings the history down to 
the present time. It abounds with incidents, facts, experiences which are new to the 
public, at least to this generation. The work cannot failto deepen the disgust and 
horror already felt for this iniquity of iniquities. 


New Popvunar BioGRAPHIES. 
* JOHN WYCLIFFE. Written in a racy and entertaining, yet scholarly style. 
Paper, 25 cents; cloth, $1.00. 


Unric Zwincit. 
Translated from the German. Edited by JEAN Gros. 12mo, paper, 25 cents; 
cloth, $1.00, 


Martin LuTHeEr. 
Based on Késtlin’s Life of Luther, as prepared by Pror. W. Rz1n. Translated 
by Rev. G. F. BEHRINGER. A clear, scholarly, reliable record of the Reformer, 
suited for popular use. 12mo, paper, 25 cents; cloth, $1.00. 


JOHN CALVIN. 
By M. Guizor, Member ofthe Institute of France. 4to, paper, 15 cents; cloth, 
12mo, 160 pp., 50 cents. 

OLIvER CROMWELL. 


His Life, Times, Battlefields, and Contemporaries. By E. Paxton Hoop. 
12mo, paper, 25 cents; fine cloth, $1.00. 


OEnHLER’s Orp TESTAMENT TaEOLOGY. 
An American Edition. Edited by.Pror. Groner E. Day, Yale College. This 
Edition is Already Introduced as a Text Book in Yale, Princeton, New Bruns- 
wick, Chautauqua School of Theology, Lane, and other Theological Seminaries. 
Royal 8vo, $3.00. 

Out or Hayer. 
Bible Readings on the Book of Exodus. By GuorcxE F. Pentecost, D.D. 
Paper, 25 cents; cloth, $1 00. 

OxsscuRE CHARACTERS AND Minor Licuts oF SCRIPTURE. 
By FREDERICK Hastines, Editor of ‘‘ Homiletic Magazine.’’ 12mo, 284 pp., 
$1.00. 

Pastor’s REcorpD. 
For Study, Work, Appointments and Choir for one year. By Rey. W. T. 
Wyk, 12mo, paper, 50 cents; cloth, 75; leather, $1.00. 

PasroraL THEOLOGY. 
By Jamus M. Hoppin, Prof. in Yale College. Author of ‘‘Homiletics.’’ 8vo, 
$2.50. 

We have here the best results of conscientious, thorough Christian scholarship and 
study—the fullest and most philosophical and instructive work on Pastoral Theology, 
which the ages have brought forth. It isa workthat cannot fail to be popular and use- 
ful, and is an honor to American authorship. 

PopErY. 


The Foe of the Church and of the Republic. By Jos. 8. VAN Dyxn, D.D., 
author of “Through the Prison to the Throne,” etc. 8vo, cloth, 304 pp., $1.00. 


PREACHER’S CABINET. 
A Hard-Book of Illustrations. By Rev. EDwarp Towne, author of “ Drill- 
Book in Vocal Culture,’’ ‘‘Outdoor Life in Europe,” etc. Sourth Edition. 
Parts I., Ll. and II., 12mo, paper, 25 cents each. 
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PunPit AND GRAVE. 
A collection of many of the mostimpressive and appropriate Funeral Sermons; 
many themes and texts that have been used on funeral occasions, with 
hundreds of Suggestive Hints. An exhaustive work on this subject. Invalu- 
ableto clergymen. 12mo, 360pp., cloth, $1.50. 


Pouuprr TALks, 
On Topics of the Time, including ‘Religion and Science,” “Religion and 
Social Organization,” “Religion and Popular Literature,’ ‘Religion and 
Popular Amusements.” By J. H. RyLanceg, D.D., Rector of St. Mark’s Church, 
N. Y. 12mo, 46-pp., paper, 25 cents. 


PRAYER AND ITS REMARKABLE ANSWERS. 
By Wiuiram W. Parron,D.D. The 20th edition of this remarkable book has 
been exhausted at $2.00 per volume. 12mo, nearly 500 pp., cloth, $1.00. 


“ Among all the books that have come to our notice, we are free to say, the book 
which wil orave to the general reader, at once the most interesting and instructive. 
The volume is packed with interesting and well authenticated facts.”—Chicago <Ad- 
vance, 


“ Many of the statements it contains are as incontrovertible as the doctrine of the 
attraction of gravitation.”—V. Y. Independent. 


“The compilation of facts is large, wide in its survey, wonderful in its results.” — 
New York Observer. 

“ The best contribution to the literature of prayer. We heartily commend it.”— 
Interior, Chicago. 

“ The book is adapted to confirm the faith of Christians who have been troubled by 
infidel sophistries.”—National Baptist, Philadelphia. 

“Dr Patton conducts anargument with such signal ability, he reasons so clearly and 
forcibly, running his lines of thought directly and coherently from premises to con- 
clusions, that it is an intellectual pleasure to follow his processes in the exercise of 
logic.”’—Chicago Tribune. 


Praiss Sones or Isrann. 
A New Rendering of the Book of Psalms. By JoHN DE Wirt, D.D., of the 
Theological Seminary, New Brunswick, N. J.,and Member of the American Old 
Testament Revision Company. Large octavo; Elegant style, with chaste 
adornments. Price, $1.50. 


A work of rare literary ability and artistic beauty, as the testimonials of some of our 
most distinguished scholars and critics declare. 


Pusty’s CoMMENTARY ON THE Mrvor PROPHETS. 
The entire work in 2 vols. Cloth, $3.00 each. 


Pusey’s ‘‘ DANtEL THE PROPHET.” 
1 vol., cloth, $3.00. (In preparation.) 
These commentaries have received most extraordinary commendations. 


‘His Commentaries are of a rare order in mingling the results of the highest scholar- 
ship with the unction of the deepest spirituality. His ‘ Daniel’ is far beyond any other 
commentary ever written on that prophet. In the‘ Minor Prophets’ he has shownthe 
same careful, scholarly treatment and the same devout spirit. This work is rich in 
spiritual thought, and must prove abundantly suggestive to every thoughtful reader.”’— 

foward Crosby, D.D. 


“Tam gratified to learn that you intend to bring out an American reprint of Pusey’s 
Minor Prophets. which is the most learned, able and instructive commentary on that 
portion of Scripture, that has been produced in Great Britain.’—Prof. Henry Green, 
Princeton Seminary. 

“Tt gives me a heartfelt joy to learn of your design to republish Dr. Pusey’s Minor 
Prophets If ever there was profound learning combined with the spirit of ‘the little 
child,’ enlisted in the task of old Testament exposition, we see it here. I cannot al- 
ways accept the Doctor’s solution of knotty points, but 1 tremble to compare my own 
questionings with his entire self-surrender to what seems to him the mind of the 
Spirit. Such critical skill and such humanity are rarely combined.—Bishop A. Cleve- 
land Coxe, Buffalo, N. Y. 


“‘T consider Dr. Pusey’s Commentary on the Minor Prophets to be a most valuable 
work; [have studied it with great profit and much pleasure and benefit, and I am most 
te aod that an American edition is about to be published.”—Morgan Diz, DoD., 

ew York. 


“Tam glad to hear that you propose to republish on this side of the Atlautic Pusey's 
Commentary on the Minor Prophets It isthe best exposition known to me of that 
section of the Sacred Scriptures, Pusey’s Hebrew scholarship was undoubted: his 
learning was extensive; his acquaintance particularly with patristic Hterature, was 
very large, and his heart was especially devout. His well-known church views do not 
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obtrude themselves, and alike in his comments on Daniel and the Minor Prophets he 
scems to me to be on his knees as he studies—seeking only to know God’s meaning and 
eee only to do rigid will. I nate Bons es h his Daniel chapter by chapter— 
ng even more ai e reverence than at the learni f —Wm. 
M. Taylor, D.D., New York. ee ne 

“Dr. Pusey’s ‘Commentary on the Minor Prophets’ will certainly be an interesting 
and valuable addition to your list of publications.”—Phillips Brooks, D.D., Boston. 

“‘ The republication of Dr. Pusey’s Commentary on the Minor Prophets is much to 
be desired. A work of such rare seholarship, judgment and devotional spirit ought to 
be far more widely known in this one A lam glad to hear that a New York house 
has undertaken the reprint.”—Bishop F. D. Huntington, of Central New York. 


Revisep New Testament. (Teacher’s Edition.) 


With New Index and Concordance, Harmony of the Gospels, Maps, Parellel 
Passages, and many other Indispensable Helps. Cloth, $1.50. 


ReEvisErs’ ENGuIsH. 
A spicy criticism on the English of the Revisers of the New Testament. By 
RrEv. GEO. WASHINGTON Moon, England. 12mo, cloth, 75 cents. 


Rock tHat 1s HicHErR THAN I. 
A beautiful gift book suitable at all seasons. By Rev. JoHN EpG@ar JOHNSON. 
8vo, cloth, 75 cents. 


Rome In AMERICA, 
By Justin Futton, D.D. 12mo, paper, 30 cents; cloth, 75 cents. 


SappatH FoR Man, THs, 
With special reference to the rights of Workingmen, based on Scripture, and a 
Symposium of Correspondence with more than 250 representative Men of all 
Nations and Denominations. By Rev. WuseuRF.Crarts. Large 12mo, $1.50. 


The author has gathered an immense amount of information from all parts of the 
world bearing on the present state of Sabbath observance, existing Sabbath laws, the 
views of leading men in reference to the Sabbath, and a full bibliography of Sabbath 
literature. It is a book that ought to fiud its way into every family circie in the land. 


Scoarr-Herzoa ENcycLOPEDIA oF RELIGIOUS KNOWLEDGE; 
or, Dictionary of Biblical, Historical, Doctrinal and Practical Theology. Based 
on the Real-Encyklopidie of Herzog, Pitt and Hauck. Edited by Puiiie 
Scuarr, D.D., LL.D., Professor in Union Theological Seminary, assisted by 
REy. SAMUEL JACKSON, M.4., and Rev. D.S.ScHarr Complete in 3 volumes 
Royal 8vo, 2,500 pp., cloth, each $6.00; sheep, $7.50; half morocco, $9.00; full 
morocco, gilt, $12.00. 


“Tt is worthy of its name, contains the matter of the great German work in which 
we Americans are interested, with many new contributions from the most competent 
specialists among ourselves. It will be of ih and lasting value to editors, students, 
professorsand clergymen.”—John Hall, D.D., New York. 

“The articles are concise, yet full. The volume is a mine of fresh and interesting 
information on all Scriptural and ecclesiastical matters in which lie pure nuygets ready 
for tne hand of the seeker. The work furnishes ample proof of laborious carefulness 
and vigilant accuracy.” — W. Ormiston, D.D., LL.D., New York. 

“ The Schafft-Herzog is the very best Encyclopedia published in any language. For 
variety, amplitude and exactness of useful information in the branches of knowledge 
covered by it, lam acquainted with no work that equals it.”—Prof. Roswell D. Hitch- 
cock, D.D., New York. 

“ It is certain that this Encyclopedia will fill a place in our Theological Literature in 
which, for a long time, it will have no rival.”—Prof. A. A. Hodge, D.D., Princeton Theo. 
Seminary. 

“ Dr. Schaff’s ‘ Religious Encyclopedia’ may well be called the joint product of the 
scholarship of the world, It is the result not solely of any one thinker or one Class of 
thinkers, but of scholars and schools widely diversified in their inteliectual habits and 
tastes, Itnot only deserves to form a part of every good pete for students of general 
literature, but it is pre-eminently valuable as forming in itself a compact theological 
library.”—Prof. Edward A. Park, D.v. 

“ Thave long been acquainted with the original work of Herzog, which in scientilic 
structure and profound learning has held the first place among works of itskind. The 
present edition, to which Dr. Schaff’s accomplished supervision adds so much worth, 
is invaluable.”—Julius H. Seelye, Amherst College. 

“T am delighted with the ‘ Religious Encyclopedia ’ edited by Dr. Schaff, who has 
certainly enriched our American libraries with a greater store of ripe sacred knowl- 
edge than any other living scholar. This encyclopedia is invaluable for scope of sub- 
jects, for richness of knowledge, and for general reliableness of judgment.”’— Kev. 
Henry Ward Beecher. 
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Srars AND CONSTELLATIONS. 
By Royat Hitu. A very ingenious and simple chart by which any one can 
locate the fixed Stars without Instruments, Globesor Maps. Super-royal, fine 
paper, 4to, with 2 charts and 14 cuts, price $1.00. 

This work is something wholly new. It will supply along felt want in every school, 
Academy and College. Every student or scholar will find it a valuable acquisition in 
his library. 

Every constellation in the Zodiac is delineated with remarkable accuracy in white and 
black cuts. These Zodiacal cuts also show the relative size and exact position of each 
star visible to the naked eye; and the exact path of the sunis given so that any one 
cap po geal give the precise location of the sun for any day in the year with absolute 
cerlaunty . 


This work gives an interesting description of every conspicuous object in the 
heavens, excluding the planets. And a system of indexes affords every facility to 
make the bock the more practical and convenient than any work on the stars. 


Srorres IN RuymME FoR Hoxrrpay Tims. 

By EDWARD JEWITT WHEELER. With 29 illustrations by Walter Satterlee. A 
holiday book for young readers. $1.75. 

“ Quite above the average.”—V. Y. Nation. 

“ Replete with happy hits and situations.”’—V. Y. Times. 

“ One of the brightest child’s books of the year.”’—-S. S. Times. 

“ Bright and rollicking, fullof fun, but pure and wholesome.’’—Chicago Advance. 

“ A really charming book.’’--Mary Mapes Dodge, Editor St. Nicholas. 

“ The * Boy tothe Schoolmaster ’ is worthy of Dr. Holmes.”—The American. 


“Mr. Wheeler ranks among the first of writers of juvenile literature.” —Albany Even- 
ing Journal. 


Tue Buntimac Batt. 
A Greco-American Play. A Keen Satire on New YorE Society. By oneof the 
most brilliant and well-known of living writers. Illustrated by C. D. WELDON. 
12mo, $1.50; gilt edge, $2.00. 
Opinions of the Press: 
“‘ It will be enjoyed immensely by every one.’”—Globe, Boston. 
“A notable production; the writer has music in his soul.” —Post, Hartford. 
“« Capitally illustrated ; one of the most amusing of books.”—Press, Philadelphia. 
“ The brochure is clear, the illustrations of marked merit.”—Dispatch, Pittsburgh. 
* As asocial satire, it deserves a high place.’’— Telegram, New York. 
“A pungent, rhythmical burlesque. It author is no novice.’’—IJnter-Ocean, Chicago. 
“* Abounds in audacious puns and merry quips and sly jokes.”"—Hawaminer, New York. 
* Itis graphic and pungent.”—Jndependent, New York. 
“ Weread it with no little pleasure.” —Herald & Presbyter, Cincinnati, 


“No book can compare with it for dramatic brilliancy, biting yet good natured, 
sarcasm and very peculiar, refined and original wit.”’— Women’s Journal, Boston. 


THEOLOGY oF THE OLD THSTAMENT. . 
By Dr. Gusr. Fr. OEHLER, late Professor Ordinarius of Theology in Tubingen, 
Leipzig. This American edition is edited by Pror. Gro. E. Day, D.D., of Yale 
College. It has been introduced as a class-book at Yale and other seminanes. 
Universally praised both in Europe and America. 1 vol., 8vo, cloth, $3.00. 
“ Oehler’s Theology of the Old Testament has for a generation been considered as at 
the head of all treatises on the subject—a subject which just now has assumed unusual 


a a especially to those who are persuaded that the Old Testament and the 
ew stand or fall together.”—7’ W. Chambers, D.D 


Tur MENTOR. 


By ALFRED AyrsEs, author of “The Orthoepist,” ‘The Verbalist,” etc. 
Luxuriously bound, cloth, $1.00. 


stn every respect one of the most admirable books on manners and manner. It 
possesses high literary merit.”— Hvening Journal, Chicago. 

“ The Mentor,” take it for all in all, is perhaps the best book of its kind that has been 
written ; it is eminently sensible, and is wholly free from the artificialty and priggish- 
ness that usually characterise such books. It is really an admirable volume to put 
into the hands of young people; but while its lessons are useful to both sexes, they are 
especially so to young men, Its teachings will greatly tend to give them confidence, 


and consequently to make them feel at ease and to ¢ r dv: i Use 
Literary Hews, Neu as appear to advantage in society. 
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THROUGH THE PRISON TO THE THRONE. 
Ulustrations of Life from the Biography of Joseph. By Rrv. Joseru §. VAN 
DyxKE. 16mo, cloth, 254 pp., $1.00. 


THOUGHTS OF JOHN Foster. 
a arranged and indexed. By W. W. Everts, D.D. Price, cloth, 12mo, 


Tue Treasury oF Davin. 
By CuaR1_Es H. SpuRGEON, 8yo, 6 vols., strong cloth binding, $12.00; sheep, 
$16.50 per set. ; 
“Mr. Spurgeon’s great work on the Psalms is without an equalas an exposition of 
that portion of Scripture. Eminently practicalin his own teaching, he has collected in 
these volumes the best thoughts of the best minds on the Psalter, and especially of that 
great So ey grouped together as the Puritan divines. I heartily welcome this 
great work.”—John Hall, D.D. 


“ The most important and practical work of the age on the Psalter is the ‘ Treasury 
of David,’ by Charles H. Spurgeon. Itis full of theforce and genius of this celebrated 
eee and rich in selections from the entire range of literature.”—Philip Schaf, 


“T have used Mr. Spurgeon’s ‘Treasury of David’ for three years, and found it 
worthy of itsname. Whoso goeth in there will find‘ rich spoils.’ ”—7. L. Cuyler, D.D. 


THE REAPER AND HIS Harvest. 
Giving the results of the labors of Rey. E. P. Hammond (Evangelist), for the 
Conversion of Children. Edited by Rey. P. ©. HeapLEy. Large 12mo, $1.50. 


Turrty THousanp THOUGHTS. 
On all Subjects; From all Sources. Authorized American Edition. Edited by 
the Rey. Canon SPENCE, Rev. JosepH S, ExELL, REV. CHARLES NEIL, with intro- 
duction by VERY Rev. Dran Howon, D.D. Complete in seven volumvs, One 
every three mouths. Vols.I.,II., 111. andIV. ready. $3.50 each. 


THe CLEW OF THE Maze; 
or, Modern Infidelity and How to Meet It. Together with ‘‘The Spare Half 
Hour.” By Rev. C. H. Spurcnon. Paper, 16 cents; cloth, 75 cents. 


TaLxks To Farmers. 
By Rey. CHartes H. SpuRGEON. 12mo, 360 pp., cloth, $1.00. 


TaLKs TO Boys AND GIRLS ABOUT JESUS. 
With ible Links to make a Complete and Chronological Life of Christ for the 
Young. Edited by Rev. W. F.Crarrs. 12mo, 400 pp., cloth, 75 cents: illus- 
trated, $1.50. 


THe Hoty Brexe. 
Transla*ed according to the Letter and Idiom of the Original Languages by 
RoBERT YounG, LL.D., author of ‘‘ Analytical Concordance of the Bible,” etc. 
8vo, 764 pp., cloth, $2.50, 


TRAPS FOR THE YOUNG. f : dre Sts 
A thrilling description of the author's adventures with crime, and in bringing 
the victims to justice. A book for parents, divested of all improper language 
or representations. By ANTHONY Comsiocx, of the Society for the Suppression 
of Vice, author of ‘‘ Frauds Exposed.”’ 12mo, eloth. $1.00. 


Wau STREET IN Hisrory. 

Giving the History of this Street from Colonial Times to the present date. 
By Marra J. Lams, author of ‘‘ History of New York.’’ Copiously illustrated; 
4to, cloth, $2.00. 

Wuat our Grats Oveut To Know. 

By Mary J. Stuptey, M.D. A most practical and yaluable book; should be 
placed in the hands ot every girl. Intelligently read, it will accomplish much 
in the elevation of the human race. 12mo, cloth, $1.00. 

Wuy Four Gospsts ? ; ea 
By D. 8. Gregory, D.D., President of Lake Forest University. New edition, 
12mo, $1.50. - 

“ This is a master-work upon its special theme. It is the only complete and con- 
clusive exposition of the distinctive characteristics of the Gospel writings and their 
writers.”—J. Glentworth Butler, D.D., Author “ Butler’s Bible Work.” 


14 


PUBLICATIONS OF FUNK & WAGNALLS, NEW YORK. 


The Standard Sevies. 


Best Books for a Trifie, printed in readable type, on fair paper, and bound in 
manilla, without abridgment except Nos. 6-7,9-10. All books witb star (*) 
(15 vols.) are also bound in one volume, cloth, $3.50. s@-Books with dagger 
(t) are also bound separate y in cloth. 


No. Price. 
*y, JoHN PLoucHMAN’s TALK. Spurgeon.. 
CHoIcE OF Booxs. Carlyle. 4to..... Both. oes sseeeeereeseee ee GO 12 
*2, MANLINESS OF CHRIST. Lhomas Hughes. GOy pana an ake alelemiacd neta ete 10 
3. Essays. Lord Macaulay. 4to...... Hien caeene: ore seace wepeteee ce eaitereiate 15 
4. Licut of Asta. Edwin Arnold. 4to:....... &. Gapecocicene aasck 15 
45. IMITATION OF CHRIST. Thomas 4 Kempis. 4to.. ne mahisiGa\ctaia c(attalern ESOS 15 
*§-7, Lire or CuHRist. Canon Farrar. 4to... ......... $ 50 
8. Basave, Thomas Carlyle, 4260... cov anec ewes cceecccnaq 20 
*9-10. LIFE AND WoRK OF St. Paun. Canon Farrar. Ato. ae ahha 50 
bu bs SELF CULTURE. Prof.J.S. Blackie 4to............... : 10 
412-19. KniGur’s PoPpULAR HisTory,oOF ENGLAND. 4to . seat nascme dae = 2 OO 
+*20-21. LetTERS TO WORKMAN AND LABORERS. Ruskin. ‘Ato. Weleariereiactas saves 30 
22, Ipyus oF THE Kine. Alfred Tennyson. 4to.............. See an Sok 20 
23. LiFe ofr ROWLAND Hit. V. J. Charlesworth. 4to..... Risccmeaeicioes ate 15 
24.  -Town Grotocy. Charles Kingsley. 4to ..............c.ceces eons 15 
25. ALFRED THE GREAT. Thos. Hughes, 4to ... .... Seeckien 20 
26. OuTDOOR LIFEIN EuRoPE. E P THwine. 4to. 20 
27. CaLamities or AUTHORS I. D’Isracli. 4to..... 20 
28. SaLon oF MADAME NECKER. Partl. 4to _...... 15 
29. Etxics oF THE Dust. John Ruskin. 4to .. ee 15 
30-31. Memortrs or My Bxme. Louis Kossuth. 4to..... 40 
GED), MistER HoRN AND His FRIENDS. Illustrated. 4to........ Be OSOonae 15 
33-34, ORATIONS OF DEMOSTHENES. 4td ..... na sikieviem sisi SieAiornen's'e erates G = 40 
35. FRONDES AGRESTES. JoNn Ruskin. 4to Miata iefeleuntas ania nies wiecece maceincaraie 15 
36. Joan or Arc. Alphonse de Lamartine. 4to.. 10 
37. THOUGHTS oF M, AURELIUS ANTONINUS. 4t0....... ~ 15 
38. SALON OF MADAME NEckrER. PartIl. 4to. .... a5 15 
39. £ Hermits. Charles Kingsley. 4to.......... lalstwietee nictel<taraie asiatee es 15 
*40, OHN PLOUGHMAN’S PicTuRES. Spurgeon. 4to........... eaaaisisieere ate 15 
*41, Poutrit TABLE-TaLtK. Dean Ramsay. MUOL ic hack naaratle Swaintelsiseiss siainie 10 
*42, BIBLE AND NEWSPAPER. O. H, Spurgeon. HOS dee Se 15 
43, PAOONA wON Om COLTON AbOr wns cetetatalaeimniles cee ode tie sie ee tee rae ae 20 
44, . GOLDSMITH’s CITIZEN OF THE WORLD. 460 1.2.02. cece cee c ee scence 20 
45, AMERICA REVISITED. George Augustus Sala. 4to... 20 
46, Lire oF C. H, SPURGEON. 8VO..... 0... ee eae ecscten 20 
147, JORN CALVIN, “ME Guizots 4tO" \ rans enc: cocina nnceeeoes 15 
748-49, DickENs’ CHRISTMAS Book. Dllustrated. 8vo......... 50 
50. SHAIRP’S CULTURE AND RELIGION. BVO caves cececuchecgesuss cuss 15 
51-52. GopET’s COMMENTARY ON LUKE. 8vO ..... ........ eee cence secs ceesee 2 00 
153. DIARY OF A MINTSTER’S Wore. Part I, SvO..<ccccsactececcsesuctecss 15 
154-57. VAN DOREN’S COMMENTARY ON LUKE. 8voO 3 00 
+58. Drary oF A Ministers Wire. Part II. 8yo 15 
59. THE NUTRITIVE CurE. Dr. Robert Walter. 15 
+60. SARTOR RESARTUS. Thomas Carlyle. 410 ........ cccscccccccscusucs 25 
161-62. Lormam. Lord Beaconsfield. 8v0............00.2008 ote 50 
63. THE PERSIAN QUEEN. E.P. Thwing. 8vo.......... ARGae 10 
64, SALON oF MADAME NECEER. Part Tit. 400 Saving sae 15 
165-66, History oF ENGLisH B BL TRANSLATION. Conant 50 
67. INGERSOLL ANSWERED. Joseph Parker, D.D. 8vo.... Band 16 
168-69, StuDINS IN Mark. D.C. Hughes. 8vo ............. 60 
70. Jop’s Comrorrers. A Savire. Dr. Parker. 16mo 10 
+71. REVISER’S ENGLISH. G W. Moon. 12m0..........0...ceececes 20 
+2. CONVERSION OF CHILDREN. Hammond. 12mo. : 30 
73. NEw TESTAMENT Hetps. Rev. W. F. Crafts. 8vo0.............. Rates ae 20 
74, OproM—ENGLAND’s Ponicy. Liggins. 8vo.... .... ......0.- : 10 
+75. Bioop oF Jesus. Rev. Wm. A. Reid. 12mo........ 10 
76. LESSON IN THE CLosET. Chas. F. Deems, D.D. 12mo0 oa 20 
{i7-78. HEROES AND Honipays, Rev. W. F. Crafts. 12mo............. Biearee 60 
79, REMINISCENCES OF LYMAN BEECHER, D.D. 8V0..0.,..cceevesccvccescs 10 
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She Standard Library. 


Biography, Popular Science, Travel, History and General Literature. Previous 
numbers (1-79) of this Library are known as STANDARD SER.\ES. These books 
are uniform in style of binding. 1. Paper cover Edition, prices 15 to 25 cents. 
2. Cheap cloth Edition, price 50 cents each. 3. Fine cloth (Edition de Luxe) 
75 cents and $1.00. 15-cent paper bound issues, 75 cents in cloth; 25-cent 
paper issues, $1.00 cloth. 


4a ALL EDITIONS ARE 12mo IN SIZE. 


No. Price. 
80. LIFE OF CROMWELL. By Paxton Hood. Paper, 25 cts.; cloth.......... $1 00 
81. SCIENCE IN SHORT CHAPTERS. By W.M. Williams, Paper, 25cts.; cloth.. 1 00 


82. AMERICAN Humcrists. By H.R. Haweis. Paper, 15cts.; cloth... ...° 15 
83. Lives oF ILLUSTRIOUS SHOEMAKERS. By W.E Winks. Paper, 25 cts.; 
cloth. . Sate seine rar pas toe ae sels casita ate aire 1 00 
84 a eas AND persion By iaoune Ga. Bowes. Paper, 25 cts.; 
WE a HSS CORN 16 JuOite FS OON TIC IninS GS Si AGRO cP AMES Anan SHES Omit 1 00 
85. iaewirn OF LITERATURE; or What to Read and Howto Read. By’ 
David eryvde, | Papers LoiCts pi ClOt eno catec. <jsicnisnewjswhriaay ince clans nwa sie 75 
86. Co~EN CLovT’s CALENDAR; or, a Record of aSummer. By Grant Allen. 
REN OO UB as NOW ois nia Um wise sigma « a isiaie asses cats a’ is ce sieib isis aes mre eee 1 00 
87. Essays oF GroRGE Exior. Collected by Nathan PEepOure, Paw 
BORO LB cz TOL OCR HE 1551/4) chante «ne apliieehe ale ioe Saaateots “Pa Sena ap OO 
88. CHARLOTTE BRONTE. By L. C. Holloway. Paper, 15 cts.; Peis Aveo 15 
89. Sam Hopart. By Justin D.Funton. Paper, 25 cts.; cloth........... 1 00 
90. SUCCESSFUL MEN oF To-Day, AND WHAT THEY SAY OF SUCCESS. By Wil- 
Dame Cratta,— Papers 20 Citas; CLOUM ce. «sje cece nclecta ) aerein< = esis mete 1 00 
91, Nature StupiEs. By Richard A. Proctor. Paper, 25 cts.; cloth .. ... 1 00 


92. Inp1aA: WHAr Can Iv TEaca Us? B: Max Muller. Paper, 25cts.;cloth.. 1 00 
93. A WINTER IN INDIA. By W. E. Baxter, M. P. Paper, 15 cts.; cloth..... '. 75 
94. ScorrisH CHARACTERISTICS. By Paxton Hood. Paper, 25 cts.; cloth.. 1 00 
95, HisToRICAL AND OTHER SKETCHES. By James Anthony Froude. Paper, 


SPICES POLO bLia os aieie aadilele he kit.» hina aise “tio ois aie sia clase a sia ae mie nats Seabee a fe Oareyel 1 00 
96. JewIsH ARTISAN LIFE IN THE TIME oF JESuS. By Prof. Franz Delitzsch. 
AOE ois OFS ClOLE, con siacaciain) wisiemalec siapiniedie lar nine h Oe Re 6 sty aie 75 


97. ScrmntTiFIc SopHisms. By Samuel Wainright. Paper, 25 cts.; cl ih 1 00 
98. ILLUSTRATIONS AND MerpiTations. By C. H. Spurgeon. Paper, 25 ona 


PRD GAD EAL piston a arg apnea ceibiolaraie page wpaie Bi afeiiki Gon aie Sime Nie.e aya aan 1 00 
99, FRENCH CELEBRITIES. PartI. By Ernest Daudet and others: Paper, 

OVO GS. CLOMM eon wale Listeaicve/ainaiais eye siesajeys ais'eie'= wisl8) an wie lala ol skal =/s/Siere aw 15 
100. By-Ways or LITERATURE. BvD. H. Wheeler, LL. D., Pres. Aulgghent, 

Colleges Paper 2b) ctss> Cloth cos so) © ain nse rhea ven taaieie sea es 1 00 


101. Lire OF MARTIN LUTHER, enaed® upon “«s Koestlin’ s Life of Luther.” 
Translated and edited by Rey. oe ¥. Behringer. Paper, 25 cts.; 


Oe int neQeES ASU ade RTGate!  leesdadassnccoa, §b4uc Cooteiauectn ssc 1 00 
102. FRENCH CELEBRITIES. Part II. By Claretie and others. Paper, ‘1b 

DENNER LOUIE eradGs dic deaaeeic stsien ain Ox aid Moe, | Wad wicidey tea acblawe lie aine stele 75 
103. OUR CHRISTMASIN A PALACE. By Gdward. Everett Hale. Paper, 25 cts.; 

CLOVE ope e eam Nees ote eh anak oe noone eee wate eee ts cere 1 00 
104. WitH THR Ports. By Canon Farrar. Paper, 25 cts.; cloth ........... 1 00 


105. Lire or Zwincit. By Prof. Grob. Paper, 25 cts.; cloth...........+. ve 2 00 


26 PUBLICATIONS OF FUNK & WAGNALLS, NEW YORK. 


the Standard Library. 


Tur STANDARD LIBRARY for 1884 contains none but absolutely new works, and 
many of them by the ablest American writers of fiction. The series contains 
26 volumes, 12mo, printed on good paper, in clear, large type, and bound in 
paper covers with artistic designs, and in cloth, on extra heavy paper, ¥ with 
back and side gold stamp, in variously colored bindings. 


Prices: Paper, 15 and 25 cents per volume; cloth, 75 cents and $1.00. 

No. Price, 

106. Story of THE MeERy. Epitomized from “The Merv Oasis’’ by the 
author, Edmond O’Donoyan. Paper, 25 cents; cloth...............-... $1 00 


107. Mumu, AND THE Datry of A SUPERFLUOUS Man. TwoNovels. By Ivan 
Turgenieff. Translated from the Russian. One Volume. Paper, 15 


cents; cloth,..... E Feratelate ew ee Bind eg ies wrethine a vise Catnaie eee yeren cine alErteie a 75 
108. MEmMorIE AND Rime. Stories, Poems and Sketches. Also ‘‘ Leaves from 
my Journal.’”” By Joaquin Miller. Paper, 25 cents; cloth.............. 1 00 


109. CHRIsTIANITY TRIUMPHANT. By John P. Newman, D.D. A Tent stapnis 
and eloquent account of the vic’ ories achieved by Se ag Paper, 


LG Cents: CLOUNG ao. siecle vce le weete et hapeisies wan taeeae 75 
110. Tar BowsHam PuzztE. A new Novel. By J cna "Hapberton, author of 

“<Helen’s Babies. = Paper; 25'centes, Cloth. ..cc sacs aceeseinc siete coetar 1 00 
111. My Mustcan Memortigs. A volume of reminiscences. By H. R. awed, 

A.M. Paver26 cents; cloth... wwScscsce ies os 1 00 
112. ARCHIBALD Matmaison. A Novel. By Julian ‘Hawthorne. ” Paper, 15 

CONUACLOL MG crete tan Mic a atatoieie siete sia atalardejsnnerarotare Sale etormeide ele clone eieteietcteme cere 75 
113. IN THE Heart or Arrica. Travels of Sir Samuel Baker, F.R.G.S8. 

With Map. Paper, 25 cts; cloth... ...s-.ge2..cacceececcse sistiaeaseceretel LOO) 


114. Taz CLEW OF THE Mazz; or, Modern Infidelity and How to Meet It. 
Together with a series of non-religious papers, ‘‘The Spare Half- 


Hour.” By Rey. C.H. Spurgeon. Paper, 15 cts.; cloth................ 75 
115. Toe FortTuNnEs or RacHFu, A Novel. By Edward Everett Hale. Paper, 

DoiCtaet CLOCK fos eige'ene saskale eons eek senile dca aus Retee tome Wee cen 1 00 
116. CatnrsE GorDoN. A Succinct Record of his Life. By Archibald Forbes. 

Paper 15) Cts ss ClO: oc onciclaicieisinan st eicluisiolne cleaeteleiaie Rewicile ne necktie cies $0 75 
117. Wir, Wisbom AND PuHimosopHy. By Jean Paul Richter. Paper, 26 cts.; 

CLO Ean Rogen ae ane eyes Wet RL Oy aN Fe Se sebases. 1 00 


118. HimseLr Acain. A Novel. By J. C. Goldsmith. Pano 25 cts.; cloth, 1 00 


119. THE Home In Poetry. A collection of English and American verse on 
The Home, By LauraC. Holloway. Paper, 25 cts.; cloth.............. 1.00 


120. NUMBER ONE, AND How TO TakE CaRE OF Him. A series of familiar 
talks on Dress, Diet and Social and Sanitary Science. By Joseph J. 
Pope, M. D., of Victoria Hospital, England. Paper, 15 cts.; cloth... .. 75 


121. RuTHERFORD. A Novel. By Edgar Fawcett. Paper, 25 cts.; cloth.... 1 00 
122. Tren YEARS A POLICE Count JUDGE. By Judge Wiglittle. Paper, 25 cts.; 


OLORIS «de aSENG hs «ee a cee Se Ree ae eed sek Role ei ately a/aneietee crater merle meen 1 00 
123. °49—Tu GOLD SEEKER OF THE SIERRAS. By Joaquin Miller. Paper, ‘5 

QUBHPY CLOUT Lbs wiactcins | satis) Gest rm aisretenis Stare wa alain omer oa en onte w eelecare 5 
124. A YANKEE ScHOOoL eee IN Virnqinia., By Lydia Wood Baldwin. 

Paper; 25iGtBis CLOUG.. achPavckiane seca users emia toes cee ete eee eee 1 00 


125. An Oup Sartor’s Yarns. By Capt. Roland Coffin. Paper, 15 ets.; cloth. 75 
126. Lire or Wyctuirre. By John Laird Wilson. Paper, 25 ets.; cloth......... 1 00 
127. Our or Kaypr, Bible Readings on the Book of Exodus. By Rey. Geo. 
fp. Pentecost, DD: * Paper, 25:cts.; Cloth... -cccecce see eee en Se 1 00 
128. Trur. A Novel. By George Parsons Lathrop. Paper, 25 cts ; cloth... 1 00 
129. PRINCE SARONI’S WIFE, AND THE PEARL-SHELL NECKLACE. Two Novels. 
By Julian Hawthorne. In onevolume. Paper, 15 cts; cloth......00.. 
130. thse IN NARRAGANSETT. By Edward Everett Hale. Paper, 25 cts.; we 
CLOUMI Ain ithe. WEPAER AE AER Meawucete-dkiulecag Ve hote cd can meet ee, a aan 
131, EDwiIn ARNOLD AS POETIZER AND AS PAGANIZER; or, ‘‘ The Light of Asia, 
examined for its Literature and Buddhism.”’ Paper, 15 cts.; cloth.... 15 
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